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Abstract 
"Literature and Cultural Policy Studies" revisits the historical relations of literary 
studies and cultural studies and the effect of these relations on the intersections of 
Australian cultural policy studies, cultural policy itself, and the institutions of 
literary production and circulation in Australia over the past fifteen years. 
Australian cultural policy studies' trajectory out of British cultural studies has 
contributed to the development of an Australian cultural policy studies that has a 
number of exclusions or biases which are examined in two stages. Firstly, the 
thesis examines the effects of cultural studies' constitution in the patricidal 
rejection of literary studies and, in some instances, the rejection of an interest in 
literary production itself In investigating this rejection, the thesis examines how 
the retrieval of literature, or at least print culture, as a concern of cultural policy 
smdies, offers a new understanding of the institution of print culture and its 
potential within the wider cultural domain. Secondly, the thesis argues that there is 
an uimiet case for a cultural policy studies which attends, not to policy texts, but to 
the processes of policy formation. This second argument, which—like the first 
proceeds from the entwined histories of literary studies and cultural studies—starts 
from the ironical proposition that cultural policy studies, while rejecting the 
"literary" as an object of interest, has largely co-opted literature studies' textual 
methods. Even as cultural studies sought to move away from literary studies, 
cultural studies has retained, and developed, an overwhelmingly textual 
methodology. In a case study of a failed attempt to develop a new Queensland 
cultural policy statement in 2000, the thesis examines how policy work or policy 
"chum" is productive in its own right, contributing to the organisation of 
government cultural resources and the governance role of culture, particularly 
cultural policy. 
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1 Introduction 
If the early 1990s was the "cultural policy moment" (D. Stevenson, Art and 
Organisation 36), it was also the cultural policy studies moment. In 1992, Stuart 
Cunningham's Framing Culture provided a book-length coagulant for debate 
within Australian culmral studies over the place of policy-based approaches within 
the emergent discipline. The debate stemmed from the not wholly convergent 
voices of, among others, Ian Hunter, Tony Bennett, Stuart Cunningham, Toby 
Miller. Tim Rowse, Colin Mercer, Tom O'Regan and Gay Hawkins in pursuing a 
cultural studies which foregrounds policy. For some, such as Tony Bennett, 
cultural policy studies is less a sub-discipline—a cul-de-sac for apparatchiks— 
than the most legitimate form of cultural studies ("Putting Policy into Cultural 
Studies"). Following Ian Hunter, he re-conceives of culture as a governmentalist, 
and governmentalising, discourse: a technique of civic management ("Useful 
Culture"). In Cunningham's terms, "rhetorics of resistance, progressiveness and 
anti-commercialism" can be replaced by "access, equity, empowerment and the 
divination of opportunities to exercise appropriate cultural leadership" {A Policy 
Calculus 21). The agency of policy action is preferred to the relative passivity of 
cultural critique. 
In organising arguments that had begun to be made over the previous half-
decade Cunningham's Framing Culture also mobilised antagonists to its position. 
Not everyone fell in with his call to forsake the "thinness" of critical work for the 
"thickness" of policy discourse (169-73). For a time, some scholars strongly 
opposed the policy turn. While most agreed that cultural policy was a legitimate 
object for cultural studies' surveillant eye, most also wished for a continuing—but, 
in epistemological terms, sometimes ambiguous—critical distance (O'Regan, 
"(Mis)Taking Policy"; Levy; Morris and Hawkins). Some, such as Toby Miller, 
have continued to enunciate a hard choice between a cultural policy (also a cultural 
policy studies) concerned with "transforming the social order" and one "replicating 
it". Miller and Yudice offer "a struggle between cultural policy as a transformative 
versus a functionalist sphere" (3). These are coarse and caricaturing divisions, but 
are connected to wider questions within cultural studies over the validity of the 
discipline's constitutive radical project, its view of the state, and its own 
institutional and disciplinary status. As John Storey has pointed out, for some, such 
debates are part of a productive process of marking-out crises in the discipline 
(6)—although it might also be seen as promoting a diversity in keeping with the 
discipline's commitment to multiple methods and multiple vantage-points. 
In any case, these issues were not so much resolved as redunded by 
government demand for an apparatus of cultural policy analysis to assist in efforts 
by Australian governments throughout the 1990s to transform their cultural policy 
programs. As was the wish of Bennett, the academy made itself "useful" ("Useful 
Culture")—through publication, consulting activity and institutionalisation—in 
government tasks of managing culture and, with it, citizenry. The Institute for 
Cultural Policy Studies (ICPS) established at Griffith University in 1987, and later 
the Australian Key Centre for Culture and Media Policy (AKCCMP) established 
between Griffith University, the University of Queensland, and the Queensland 
University of Technology in 1995 functioned as key institutional locations for both 
critique of the state's policy settings and for the delivery of policy services to the 
state. This saw an "everyday" getting-on with cultural policy and cultural policy 
studies for a decade or so after the debates of the early 1990s—by both the 
initiating figures and by a range of new scholars, including Terry Flew ("Culture, 
Citizenship and Content"). Ben Goldsmith, Lisanne Gibson, and Robin Trotter. 
By 2002, however, federal government funding for the key centre reached 
its pre-designated limit. Although the six year funding window for the centre was 
predetermined, the subsequent wind-up of the centre—including the shut down of 
its research program and the closure of its web-site featuring a decade or so of 
resources, papers and reports—seems to reflect a shift in interest at Griffith 
University and perhaps elsewhere. Upon the key centre's wind-up, two more 
generalist humanities centres were its successors—initially, the Centre for 
Advanced Studies in Humanities, and later, the Centre for Public Culture and 
Ideas. It is not clear how much Griffith University's withdrawal of support was 
prompted by a corresponding federal government adversity to cultural policy, 
which Graeme Turner has identified ("Australian Literature and the Public Sphere" 
4 \ In such a political environment, the "cultural policy moment" could, it seems, 
be taken at its word. It was, perhaps, a passing moment of concern by government 
with the master narratives of Australian national culture—closely tied to the 
fortunes of the Australian Labor Party. By the close of the decade a series of "non-
culturalist" issues and discourses—"creative industries", the "knowledge-
economy" and the "information economy"—which were economic and 
industrialist in orientation, began to dominate within cultural, communication and, 
even, industry portfolios of government. 
It would be wrong, however, to see this as a total eclipse of cultural policy 
and cultural management questions within government. With or without the 
acknowledgement of the current Australian Government, and this goes for most 
governments—domestically and internationally—the task of managing culture, and 
the maintenance of a concomitant concern for the governmentalizing effects of 
culture upon the citizenry, continues and proliferates (O'Regan, "Too Much 
Culture, Too Little Culture"). In a turn that might have pleased Raymond Williams, 
culture has been widely taken up inside government in order to describe "a whole 
way of life" (Key Words xvi). Increasingly, there has been a mixing-in of culture 
into a range of adjacent social and economic policy interests (O'Regan, Cultural 
Policy: Rejuvenate or Wither). This leaves open questions about "how" and "what" 
policy programs should be developed, and conjures up the ghosts of the debates 
within cultural studies in the early 1990s over the relationship between cultural 
policy studies and the conduct of cultural governance. These questions bring with 
them the possibility of, and perhaps the necessity for, a cultural policy studies that 
pays attention to the processes of policy formation, implementation, and effects. 
Against this contemporary background, the thesis revisits the historical relafions of 
literary studies and cultural studies and the effect of these relations on one of the 
intersections of Australian cultural policy studies, cultural policy itself, and the 
institutions of literary production and circulation in Australia over the past fifteen 
years. Broadly, I investigate whether Australian cultural policy studies' trajectory 
out of British cultural studies has contributed to the development of an Australian 
cultural policy studies that has a number of exclusions or biases which I examine 
in two stages. Firstly, I investigate the effects of cultural studies' constitution in the 
patricidal rejection of literary studies and, in some instances, the rejection of an 
interest in literary production itself In investigating this rejection I examine how 
the retrieval of literature, or at least print culture, as a concern of cultural policy 
studies, offers a new understanding of the institution of print culture and its 
potential within the wider cultural domain. Secondly, I suggest that there is an 
unmet case for a cultural policy studies which attends, not to policy texts, but to the 
processes of policy formation. This second argument—which like the first 
proceeds from the entwined histories of literary studies and cultural studies—starts 
from the ironical proposition that cultural policy studies, while rejecting the 
"literar}'" as an object of interest, has largely co-opted literature studies' textual 
methods. Even as cultural studies sought to move away from literary studies— 
although as Antony Easthope argues there are always complex relations between 
the disciplines with concurrent movements in several directions—cultural studies 
has retained, and developed, an overwhelmingly textual methodology. Conversely, 
within literary studies, there has been an obvious, productive incorporation of 
many of the questions that cultural studies raises about canonical texts, canonising 
processes and the recondite politics of aesthetic practices. 
Cultural policy studies has, however—despite its significant concern with its 
own politics, with its effects, and with the vantage point of its scholarship—paid 
less attention to its methodology (even as it co-opted the methodologies of other 
disciplines). Often enough, cultural policy analysis has been organised around key 
texts and their content. Cunningham's Framing Culture, for example, concerns 
itself with, among other texts: Higher Education: A Policy Statement; Broadcasting 
Act 1942; Australian Broadcasting Corporation Act 1983; the Industry Assistance 
Commission's report on the International Trade in Services; several Australian 
Broadcasting Tribunal reports on Australian television content and the publication 
of subsequent new standards, the pay television inquiries, and TV Violence in 
Australia . In some sense, although by no means exclusively so, cultural policy 
studies has proceeded as a form of "practical criticism" of policy reports and 
statements (May 117). Australian cultural policy studies, in its concern with 
published policy as text, or—in a narrow reading of Foucault—with published 
policy texts as the most concrete evidence of the shape of policy discourse, has a 
limited set of policy tools, and in some sense a narrow policy understanding. 
In light of the entangled histories of literary studies, cultural studies, and 
cultural policy studies, this thesis seeks to do two things. First, I retrieve literature 
and publishing (or taken together "print culture") from ideological dismissal, and 
retrieve them as objects of interest to cultural policy studies. Like Batsleer et al., I 
place no priority on literature, but argue for its consideration within cultural studies 
alongside other cultural formations and industries. Second, I seek to de-prioritise, 
but not wholly abandon, the textual methods borrowed from literary studies. 
Instead, I re-address cultural policy studies' unfulfilled wish for a pragmatic 
approach through the incorporafion of elements from wider policy studies^ The 
need to refurnish cultural studies with yet another set of methodological tools was 
initially enunciated by Cunningham (A Policy Calculus 18). That a pragmatic^ or 
Full details are listed in the Framing Culture (183-195) 
^ While wider policy studies provides an under-utilised trove of tools for a new Australian 
cultural policy studies, it should be noted that, like cultural policy studies, wider policy 
studies comes with its own somewhat divided pragmatic and critical traditions. 
The idea of pragmatics has been taken up in a number of different domains in different 
ways. As Philip Wiener notes, Arthur O. Lovejoy as early as 1908—only 40 years or so on 
from the development of the term—had already "discriminated thirteen meanings of 
pragmatism and showed that some of them were in contradiction with one another"(551) 
Pragmatism, in its various contributions to philosophy, politics, law and religion eschews 
"supernaturalism, authoritarianism, and eternally fixed norms of belief and value's" 
preferring "more flexible method(s) and dynamic values of naturalistic empiricism' 
temporahsm, and pluralistic individualism" (552). Likewise, in the domain of policy 
action, the pragmatics of policy might be expressed as the useful actions and processes 
undertaken by government and its adhesions. It can be distinguished from a critical policy 
science that is concerned to reveal the surface and underlying politics of policy and 
policy-process approach to Australian cultural policy studies is unexplored is, of 
course, only true in part. Jenny Craik has teased out a case for such an approach 
("The Potential and Limits of Cultural Policy Strategies"). And, particularly at a 
local government level, Australian cultural policy studies has been expressly 
concerned with the development of a cultural planning ethos and a set of tools with 
which to undertake it (see Grogan, Mercer and Engwicht). But these are only 
partial outcomes, and this thesis suggests that analysing cultural policy from the 
standpoint of policy process will reveal cultural policy drivers and relations that 
explain the formation and operation of cultural policy in a useful way. 
The coming of Australian cultural policy studies 
For many, cultural smdies may have hesitated in laying down firm institutional 
footings (T. Bennett, "Cultural Studies: A Reluctant Discipline"; Sparks; Storey), 
but it has raked over its O\NTI trajector>' and politics many times. As Turner has 
suggested, for cultural studies "politics" is "multi-dimensional", involving both an 
"engagement in issues external to the field'", as well as "the negotiation of its own 
allocations and distributions of power", namely: "the constitutive theoretical and 
political contests for inclusion within the field" (British Cultural Studies 216). 
Likewise, in a concern for the discipline's own politics, the implications of its 
constitufive manoeuvres, and the unresolved issues between themselves, cultural 
implications of policy for the distributions of resources and power among the invested 
parties. The pragmatics of policy, in this instance, following Cunningham, concerns itself 
with the successful operation of the social democratic state in the short and medium term; 
k forsakes the examination of the wider implications of the systemic politics of such a 
state. Pragmatism is, however, always a problematic term. Like "common sense" it risks 
policy studies' scholars have provided a number of accounts of, and commentaries 
on, the policy mrn of the early 1990s. Cunningham and Bennett, as key advocates 
of the pro-policy position, have both revished the debate and their own positions, 
while a number of non-combatants have also provided accounts. It is appropriate 
here to draw on these to review the establishment, conduct, outputs, and issues of 
Australian cultural policy studies, as a sub-literature of wider cultural studies and 
as the base literature for this research project. 
Australian cultural policy studies emerged as a sub-discipline of cultural 
studies in the late 1980s at the intersection of several trajectories of inquiry. Some 
of these, such as arts-administration-based accounts of arts policy (by figures such 
as Philip Parsons, Jean Battersby, and Tim Rowse), provide coverage of arts 
funding policy from a left-liberal position, which we can consider as peripheral to 
the cultural studies rubric. However, it was with the formation of the ICPS that the 
programmatic rollout of a concern with the institutions of cultural governance was 
evident. The work, variously and together, of Ian Hunter, Tony Bennett, Colin 
Mercer, and of David Saunders (see "Copyright and the Legal Relationships of 
Literature" and Legal Decisions and Cultural Theory), provided a Foucauldian 
floor-plan for the consideration of cultural institutions and the inherent 
"governmentalism" of culture. 
As Turner explains, this was in keeping with the foregrounding of cultural 
policy issues that, in part, characterised the differences between Australian cultural 
studies and its British parent. While in the 1980s, the latter was occupied with a 
"trajectory which took it from texts to audiences then back once more to 'everyday 
the effacement of its own ideological contents in the temporal deployment of particul 
knowledges or in the condescension to short term goal ar s. 
life'" ("Cultural Policy and National Culmre" 67), in post-colonial nations there 
was a continuing interest in the "national" as a way of organising resistive identity. 
In Australia this led, within culmral studies, to a concern with government and 
non-government engagements with culture, and cultural appurtenances, as sites of 
nation formation and contest. The Australian film and television sectors, in 
particular, were sites for the production, projection and protection of Australian 
national identity, and. to an extent, for the protection of domestic cultural 
industries. Bennett, however, also provides examples from the museum and 
heritage sector (Bennett, Bulbeck and Finnane). The analysis of television media 
ownership and control undertaken by Tom O'Regan (Australian Television 
Cultures), for example, underlined the role of both public and private institutions 
in organising the national media sphere and national identity. These concerns 
helped produce traditions of scholarship in which semiotic textual analysis sat side-
by-side with instimtional /policy approaches (Dermody and Jacka is an example of 
this approach). 
The Australian political and media interest in maintaining national cultural 
institutions and mobilising nationalist cultural discourses has been conducive to a 
cultural smdies that mixes media studies' concerns with the economic and cultural 
smdies' concerns with signification. In British culmral studies there is a tradition of 
division on the validity of political-economics-based approaches to culture, with 
Nicholas Gamham ("Political Economy and the Practice of Culmral Studies") the 
leading advocate of economic approaches. In Australia, however, there has been a 
less problematic blurring of the media smdies, communication studies and culmral 
studies disciplines and their constiment approaches (Turner, Media and 
Communication Studies 3). Even though cultural studies, in the Australian context 
at least, has achieved something close to disciplinary status (T. Bennett, Cultural 
Studies), it is not unusual for Australian scholars to work across these disciplinary 
categories (Turner, Media and Communication Studies 3). 
While the Australian concern with policy and institufion is, then, an 
unsurprising departure from British cultural studies, the close relations between 
British cultural studies and Australian cultural policy studies meant that shifts in 
the former had significant repercussions for the latter. In the early 1980s, Nicholas 
Garnham identified the intersection of public policy and cultural industries—from 
his vantage point as an adviser to the Greater London Council (GLC), then a leftist 
holdout within Thatcherist Britain—as a site for resistance or at least apprehension 
of the public experience of culture and symbolic meaning. "Concepts of Culture", 
published by the GLC and then later in the first issue of Cultural Studies, critiques 
the "idealist" tradition in cultural studies, instead calling for a consideration of the 
market structures of production and consumption of cultural goods and services. 
As Garnharm notes: 
Most people's cultural needs and aspirations are being, for better or 
worse, supplied by the market as goods and services. If one turns 
one's back on an analysis of that dominant cultural process, one 
cannot understand either the culture of our time or the challenges 
and opportunities which that dominant culture offers to public 
policy makers. (24-25) 
The broader media and cultural industries, in terms of employment, consumption, 
and the ability to circulate symbolic capital, were more important than the 
traditionally subvented visual arts and performing arts sectors. Garnham bypassed 
the neo-Marxian concern with media and the culture industries—as either 
producers, or transmitters of dominant culture—to instead see the culttjre industries 
as a location of popular resistance. Garnham advocated the repair to cultural 
studies of political economy approaches to the production, distribution and 
consumption of culture ("Political Economy and the Practice of Cultural Studies"). 
Within 1980s British cultural studies, which was often occupied with "the 
relatively abstract work of theoretical classification" (Turner, British Cultural 
Studies 215), this offered "an active political engagement" (215) that 
accommodated the reality of the market turn under (economic) neo-liberal 
Thatcherism. Likewise, in Australia, the formation of the ICPS marked an 
important shift for its founders (Tony Bennett and Colin Mercer) away from the 
neo-Gramscian cultural studies which underpinned their earlier work (see Bennett, 
Mercer and Woollacott). Bennett laid out the rattonale for the ICPS's project in a 
series of occasional papers from 1987 and in the first issue of the institute's journal 
Culture and Policy in 1989: 
Our aim, then, is to offer a context in which issues current in 
diverse policy fields—film and broadcasting policy, museum and 
heritage policy, and language policy for instance—can be 
juxtaposed in a way that would allow difficulties in the 
implementation of common agendas (those of multiculturalism, for 
example) to emerge. ("Culture: Theory and Policy" 5) 
In pursuit of this aim the ICPS sought to "bridge some of the gaps between theory 
formation as it is currently conducted within the academic and policy making 
communities"—significantly noting that "theory, in the institute's conception, is 
just as much a property of governmental procedures, inquiries and administrattve 
routines as it is of academic discourse" (5). 
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This was a significant departure based on Foucault's conception of 
"governmentality", and on revised conceptions of "culture" and "policy". Jim 
McGuigan's Culture and the Public Sphere, in providing a critique of Tony 
Bennett's instrumental ("rightist") version of cultural policy studies, recalls 
Foucault's own summary of govemmentality: 
By this word I mean three things: 
1. The ensemble formed by the institutions, procedures, 
analyses and reflections, the calculations and tactics that 
allow the exercise of this very specific albeit complex form 
of power, which has as its target population, as its principal 
form of knowledge political economy, and as its essential 
technical means apparatuses of security. 
2. The tendency which, over a long period and throughout the 
West, has steadily led towards pre-eminence over all other 
forms (sovereignty, discipline, etc.) of this type of power 
which may be termed government, resulting, on the one 
hand, in the formation of a whole series of specific 
governmental apparatuses, and, on the other, in the 
development of a whole complex of savoirs. 
3. The process, or rather the result of the process, through 
which the state of justice of the Middle Ages, transformed 
into the administrative state during the fifteenth and 
sixteenth centuries, gradually becomes 'governmentalized' 
(Foucault 102-03) 
As O'Regan has noted, Ian Hunter and Tony Bennett's readings of Foucault are 
limited ("(Mis)Taking Policy" 415). While Foucault saw his analysis of 
governmentalism—the discursively formed processes of administration—as 
providing resources for resistive action. Hunter, particularly, takes it up, in 
O'Regan's words, as "an injunction to participate" (415). Hunter's Culture and 
Government, in which he provides an account of the disciplinary formation of 
English within the nineteenth-century British school system, identifies bureaucrats 
such as Kay-Shuttleworth, rather than writers and critics like Matthew Arnold 
(whom Raymond Williams privileges), as the key agents of social change. Therein 
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the bureaucrat assisted in the development of a pedagogical system of moral self-
supervision given over to forming self-regulating populations (McGuigan, Culture 
and the Public Sphere 28-29). This manoeuvre called for revised definitions of 
"culture", "policy" and "cultural policy studies": 
Culture, in the Institute's understanding, refers to the institutions, 
symbol systems, and forms of regulation and training responsible 
for forming, maintaining, and/or changing the mental and 
behavioural attributes of populations. 
Policy, refers to the organisational principles and objectives 
governing the activities of those agencies—governmental and 
private—active in the sphere of culture so defined. 
Cultural policy studies, therefore consists in examining the factors 
influencing the policy objectives and operational procedures of 
such agencies as well as assessing the outcomes of such policies 
and procedures with regard to their implications for different 
sections of the community." (T. Bennett, "Culmre: Theory and 
Policy" 5-6) 
Bennett was later to articulate the ways in which this constituted a departure from 
Raymond Williams's anthropological definition of culture ("Putting Policy into 
Cultural Studies" 25) and perhaps a departure from cultural studies itself (23). 
Bermett argues that Williams does not take up his own third category of usage of 
the term culture as "the independent and abstract noun which describes a general 
process of intellectual, spiritual and aesthetic development" (Raymond Williams, 
Key Words 80). In re-reading Williams's discussion of this category, Bennett 
suggests that Williams does not stop to clarify what he means by the "modern 
sense" of "government" and "culture" ("Putting Policy into Cultural Studies" 25). 
Bennett's preference for them is as near homologies. He retrieves Ken Ruthven's 
critique of Williams's philological genealogy of key words (See Ruthven 112-18), 
to ask of the consequences of considering culture alongside new bedfellows. 
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Instead of culture's relations to -"aesthetic', 'art', 'civilizafion', 'humanity'", 
Bemiett suggests consideration of culture in relation to '"morals' and 'manners'" 
(26). Such a manoeuvre would highlight the late-eighteenth-century and 
nineteenth-century transformations in the usage of "culture", evident: 
in the emergence of new fields of social management in which 
culmre is figured forth as both the object and instrument of 
government: its object or target insofar as the term refers to the 
morals, manners, and ways of life of subordinate social strata; its 
instrument insofar as it is culture in a more restticted sense—the 
domain of artistic and intellectual activities—that is to supply the 
means of a governmental intervention in and regulation of culture 
as the domain of morals, manners, codes of conduct, etc. (26) 
McGuigan has suggested that this attack on Williams seems to have little to do 
with any failure by Williams to be concerned with cultural policy: McGuigan 
provides a brief account of Williams's multiple practical and theoretical 
engagements in that sphere. Instead, it is much more to do with a contest between 
Foucauldian and cultural materialist schools of thought ('"A Slow Reach Again for 
Control'" 111). Milner, though, notes the sunilarities (but not any simple 
replicatton) between these schools: 
For Foucault, institutional and discursive practices, powers and 
knowledges, are inextricably interconnected, and in ways that are 
necessarily internal to each other. Thus when he rejects the Marxist 
base/superstructure model, Foucault does so in terms oddly 
reminiscent of Williams which stress not simply the autonomy of 
the "superstructures", but more importantly their materiality. (106) 
At the same time, Milner notes that between Formalism and Marxism in 
1979 and Outside Literature in 1990 Bennett's work undertook a "significant 
theoretical shift" away from Williams towards Foucautt (95). These shifts embody 
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some of the differences between Williams's culmral materialism and that of 
Foucault. Where Williams emphasises: 
a history and an evolution, a long revolution that is in some quite 
fundamental way progressive, Foucault detects only difference and 
rupture. [...] Where Williams persists in seeing the possibilities for 
a macro-politics that will continue the long revolution, and for a 
kind of intellectual engagement that will be at worst "organic" to 
the working class, at best "universal", Foucautt aspires, as we have 
seen, only to a "specific micro-politics". Where Williams persists 
in seeing human society and culmre as the products of human 
agency, albeit an agency that if often alienated from itself, 
Foucault's position remains resolutely ami-humanist. (Milner 107) 
In part, Bennett seems to have arrived at this position through the Foucauldian 
reduction of "culture" from Raymond William's four categories—"a general state 
or habit of mind"; "the general state of intellectual development in a society as a 
whole"; "the general body of the arts"; and "a whole way of life" (Key Words 
xvi)—into the idea of culture as "governmentality". But Bennett accompanies this 
manoeuvre with a rejection of bourgeois and Marxist aesthetics—a rejection that 
shares something with Raymond Williams's "deconstructton of the aesthetic" 
(Milner 85) in Marxism and Literature. Aesthetics, Bennett argues, universalises 
judgements that should otherwise be seen "as socially specific applications of the 
particular rules of value shared by particular valuing communities" (Milner 85). In 
characterising aesthetics as a discourse of value, Bennett shifts interest from the 
content of the discourse to the politics of its production (Milner 85). 
McGuigan, among others, critiques the Foucauldian turn in Bennett for its 
anti-humanism and for its "pragmatic" conceptualisatton of truth ('"A Slow Reach 
Again for Control'" 109). McGuigan follows O'Regan's critique ("(Mis)Taking 
Policy" 409), in resisting Bennett's reduction of culttaral studies into a concern with 
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policy, rather than crhicism. He further objects to the subsumption of the critical 
distance of culttiral studies into an "apparent alignment with bureaucratic and 
administrative power, which must inevitably set limits on its critical capacities 
('"A Slow Reach Again for Control'" 110). Correspondingly, John Frow argues 
against the fixity of Ian Hunter's "right" Foucauldian position, wherein the 
historical existence of certain administrative arrangements immunes the power 
relations constituted and enacted therein from critique or attempts at redress (Frow, 
"Rationalization and the Public Sphere" 515). The cultural policy scholar is 
reduced in such a scheme—in McGuigan's restatement of Habermas—to a concern 
with "techne" rather than "praxis" ('"A Slow Reach Again for Control'" 114). 
This is not to say that the Foucauldian turn demands a collapse of 
criticality. Toby Miller and George Yudice provide a genealogy of the producfion, 
(or policing), of cifizens, through the "backwards and forwards motion" of culture, 
between the private and public spheres (5). For them, the producfion of citizenry, 
in such a way, compels crifical attention in the form of a cultural studies concerned 
with "social change" rather than with "social reproduction" (3). They pursue 
criticality, and urge caution in seeing direct academic participafion in democrafic 
government as an unalloyed good (30). 
For Bennett and Hunter, the binarisation of critic and bureaucrat, or of 
university and state, is too coarse. Hunter argues that the idea of a sealed divide 
between university and state misunderstands the always-heterogeneous function of 
the university. It is not heretical for the university to be of use to government; this 
IS just one of many posifions it might occupy in relation to the state—including 
those of agent or critic. For Hunter, the university is an outgrowth of the state's 
schooling system and the church's pastoral funcfion and, as such, was never 
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opposed to the state. Rather, it is part of the state's apparatus of governance of self 
and citizenry ("The Humanities without Humanism" 486). Within such a schema, 
the "false" high principles of humanities critique would have to be surrendered. 
However, as Frow suggests, this reduction of cultural critique to an extended 
function of the bureaucracy located within the university understates the 
complexities of the relations between state and university, and their function 
("Rationalization and the Public Sphere" 514). Each is heterogeneous, and each 
involved in several fragmented projects, rather than operating in a functional 
relafion that could be totalised in the process of citizen formation. 
Literature and the state: discovering literature's absence from Australian 
cultural policy studies 
Within these debates over the direction of cultural studies, literature has been 
largely to the periphery, despite literary studies and cultural studies' complex, 
entwined and somewhat Oedipal history of relations. As Turner has pointed out, 
while Williams's Culture and Society can be taken as a starting point for British 
cultural studies, it is, in its close reading of key literary texts, somewhat Leavisite 
in mode (British Cultural Studies 48). Nevertheless, Williams forsakes Leavis's 
"moral criticism" for a concern for the backwards and forwards wash between 
literature and the development of key social ideas in nineteenth- and twentieth-
cenmry Britain. Subsequently, two broad cultural studies positions on literature can 
be identified. 
The first is a conciliatory posifion that seeks to accommodate literature 
within cultural studies as the latter broader discipline emerges. Antony Easthope 
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has argued at length for a cultural smdies that incorporates literary artefacts as one 
"signifying practice" (4) or "discursive practice" among many (Foucault, in 
Eagleton in Easthope 4). Thereby, literature is not abandoned. Despite the break-
down of the literary object and of Anglo-American interpretattve practices of the 
1930s through 1960s—under the attack of Confinental post-structtaralism and early 
British Cultural Sttadies—literature is restored as a concern, albeit without priority 
among a panoply of discursive practices. In many contemporary universities, the 
line between literary studies and cultural studies has blurred . 
The second cultural studies position in relation to literary studies is more 
hostile. While, in Culture and Society—arguably the foundational text summoning 
British cultural studies into being—Williams elevates a concern with culture as a 
"whole way of life" through the somewhat paradoxical use of literary texts and, 
principally, literary theories, he was later to eschew literary value ("Base and 
Superstructure in Marxist Cultural Theory" 47). This rejection of literary value, 
due in part to the nature of its institutional construction (Easthope 46), is, in some 
sense, an unelaborated inversion of the established hierarchy of cultural practices 
to place popular culture at the centre and high cultural forms to the periphery. 
Literature became of "fixed" insignificance. 
For example, in the university where I teach, Queensland University of Technology, the 
literary studies units are taught within the discipline of Creative Writing and Cultural 
Studies, where they outnumber the cultural studies units. At the university where I study, 
the University of Queensland, its School of English, Media Studies and Art History 
accommodates literary studies and media-studies inflected approaches to cultural studies. 
These days, many, if not most, of the literary studies units have imported into themselves 
the kind of political and social questions and diversity of methodologies promulgated by 
cultural studies. Little remains unaffected by the cultural studies and post-structuralist 
overthrow of Leavisite and new critical interpretative approaches, even if in name literary 
studies stays the same. 
In Outside Literature, Tony Bennett goes further. In order to place "social 
use" at the centre of cultural value, he attacks aesthetics, as literary studies' 
foundational concern, as "really useless knowledge" (143) (as disfinct from his 
later "Useful Culture")—developing an anti-aesthetics (Singer and Dunn 11). For 
Bennett, the study of Uterature is only useful if one stands outside it to examine its 
institutional locatton and dynamics. This rescues literamre from Williams's and 
others' temporary sidelining, but rejects the literary method. Bennett opens up 
literature and publishing to the kind of institutional and policy consideration—its 
role in governing the citizen—that he takes up in relation to the early museum and 
cultural institutions more broadly. Significantly, though, for the possibility of a 
new critical publishing studies—as Mackenzie Wark has pointed out—Bennett 
hesitates to begin the examination of the instimtional and policy features of 
publishing and literature he argues is required. 
Given these hostilities, it is no surprise that literature, and the complex of 
instimtional activity that frames it, have been largely absent, and perhaps excluded, 
from consideration within Australian cultural policy studies. Attention to literamre 
policy, from the range of disciplines that might have taken a close interest , has 
been narrow and undeveloped. This is despite literamre being, perhaps, the earliest 
object of Commonwealth arts policy (Andrews, "The Federal Government as 
Literary Patron"). Scholarly consideration, and wider media consideration, of 
literary and publishing policy has tended to narrow in on a concern with the 
Literature Board of the Australia Council (which has been a locus of arts pohcy 
debate) rather than the wider governance and policing of the institutions of writing 
^ These could plausibly include literary studies, cultural studies, cultural policy studies, 
media studies and so on. 
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production and consumption. Elsewhere, sociologists of literature—and historians 
of the book—have attempted to account for literature within its institutional 
circumstances but this has been of little interest to Australian cultural policy 
studies, or to an Australian literary studies focused on authorial production. 
If the absence of an account of literature policy within Australian cultural policy is 
evidence of its exclusion from disciplinary concern, in part produced by the 
historical relations of cultural studies and literary studies, this thesis suggests one 
partial remedy is the provision of a more substantial history of Australian literature 
and publishing policy—in this instance I examine the 1990s^. By the end of that 
decade, the relafions between Australian goverrmients and the nation's book 
publishing industry and writers were complex and productive. Over the previous 
fifty years the state and federal governments had developed their support for 
Australian literature and publishing through the expansion of existing policy 
instruments: copyright, book import regulation, and the Commonwealth Literary 
Fund, and the introduction of new instruments: book bounty, public lending right, 
and, later, the Literature Board of the Australia Council. There was also a rapid 
expansion of publishing activity within state-funded organisations such as 
universities and state libraries. Government acted to create a sphere or "space" for 
Australian literature (Buckridge, "Clearing a Space") and, to a degree, to support 
Australian publishing. 
Unfortunately, in spending time arguing for such a history and addressing other questions 
relating to the conduct of Australian cultural policy studies in Australia, this thesis has 
only space for a chapter length history of Australian print cultural policy (see Chapter 
Three). 
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In the 1990s, government enacted a complex range of policy programs. 
These outcomes were pursued mainly for culttiral nationalist reasons, but also in 
part for economic and educational imperatives. Intervemions were often unco-
ordinated and ineffecmal, but together they constituted a comprehensive regulatory 
framework for the production, disttibution, and consumption of the book. 
Govemmem acted to support Australian and regional literamres, maintain a sphere 
of literary debate, protect the local book industry and project Australian culmral 
idemity at home and overseas, and use the book in projects of civic educatton. 
Publishing and literattire were mixed domains of market, cultural and government 
forces. 
Correspondingly, policy development was, in part, a response to the 
ttansformation of the publishing sector: the continuing conglomeration of -
publishing and media ownership; the emergence of new book markets; structural 
changes in the management of trade publishing houses (including greater 
Austtalian editorial control and a shift of publishing decision-making to the sales 
and marketing funcfions of the publishing house); and the digifisatton of many 
stages in the publishing value-chain (including authoring, pre-prinfing, printing, e-
tailing and e-books). 
This brief historical overview suggests that literature and publishing are 
objects of long-established, widely-varied and often economically- or 
pedagogically-orientated policy settings, rather than just aesthetically-orientated 
ones. While literature retains a particular high culttire stams, it also shares, with 
other cultural forms—although in a diminishing way—a role as a site for the public 
and state negotiation of national identity (Turner, "Film, Television and 
Literature"). Or, to borrow from John Hartley's conception of the Uses of 
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Television, literamre has a possible role in negotiafing personal identity formation 
(161). With such a funcfion, and as the object of a breadth of policy intervenfion, 
literature warrants greater scrutiny from cultural policy studies. 
The value of developing an understanding of recent literature and 
publishing policy is evident in the importance of literattire in the cultural 
transformafion of Brisbane and Queensland in the 1990s. Rather than conceding to 
contemporary cultural studies' judgements about the cultural marginality of 
literature (particularly compared to the claims of newer, electronic mass media 
forms), Brisbane's cultural transformation points to the complexity and potenfial 
significance of the institution of literature in organising wider social and city 
development and identity formation. It is even possible to argue for the benefits 
and utility of processes of literary canonisation, celebration, and celebrity-making 
in social and city identity (or brand) formation. 
The relations between Brisbane/Queensland and the "literary" changed in 
the 1990s. Queensland and Brisbane have significant histories as sites of literary 
activity (Sheahan-Bright and Glover): producing writers, publications and active 
communities of readers, but also identified periods of cultural retraction and 
oppression. Since 1990, however, the growth in the visibility, complexity and 
importance of the institution of Queensland literature has been marked (MacCoU), 
as has the role of the literary in the wider transformafion of the state (Glover and 
Cunningham). While the media has tended to focus on the successes of a small 
number of writers and texts, the transformations in the relations of the city/state 
and the literary seem to follow as much from institutional change (including policy 
change) as from any sudden "literariness" within the state. Instead, the city (and 
the state's) new literary success has been underpinned by the use of the literary as a 
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symbolic commodity, the wholesale "statefication" (to use Habermas's term) and 
instituttonal organisation of the literary sphere (where normally a separation 
between the state and the literary is presumed), and the co-option of mass media 
and celebrity-formation sttategies by literary figures and institutions. Literary 
development and the city's/state's cultural development, or the rehabilitafion of its 
identity, became entwined, but generally posifive, projects of change. Through 
these processes the "literary" is revealed as a mixed good. 
Of particular interest are the ttansformed relations of writers and the media, 
epitomised in the emergence of "lad fictton" novelist Nick Earls as the face of the 
city in Brisbane Markefing's campaign in 2002. The writers of the new Brisbane 
were closely involved (and perhaps invested) in re-writing the city (Glover and 
Cumiingham). Queensland or Brisbane writers moved from the shadows that many 
(such as Gerard Lee, Sylvana Gardner, Philip Neilsen and others) had occupied in 
the 1980s. Instead, as in the case of Nick Earls who became an agent of tourism 
development and genttification, the local media found willing literary trump cards 
to be employed in the new celebrafion of the city. Earls's novels of urban rittials of 
house renovation, take-way food and foiled love comiected Brisbane to the imier-
cities of mettopolises across the world. Brisbane was no longer defined by its 
differences but by its continuities with the lives of those elsewhere. 
The elevation of certain texts and certain authors, including Earls, is fied to 
city genttification and discourses of middle-class cosmopolitanism. At the same 
time, the previously pervasive negative identity of the city is overwritten or 
ablated. This re-coding of the city in a new literature and its deployment through 
the mass media, along with the state government's establishment of a "writing" 
policy^ were key actions in re-purposing literature as a productive social policy 
tool. 
A new approach in Australian cultural policy studies 
1 turn now to the second plank of this thesis, an argument for revisiting the 
interests and methodology of Australian cultural policy studies. I wish here to 
examine the case for—and in Chapter Four by way of exemplum apply—a policy-
process approach to cultural policy analysis. This renovation of the interests of 
cultural policy studies, to include the analysis of cultural policy formatton, 
implementation and outputs, follows from two claims: i) that such an analysis has 
yet to be fully developed within an Australian culmral policy studies that has been 
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largely "textual" rather than pragmatic in focus , and ii) that such an analysis may 
have ufility for cultural policy makers and scholars (although it suggests the need 
for new vantage points for cultural policy studies scholarship). 
A number of approaches to Australian cultural policy studies have been 
taken up, ranging from the near anti-statist positions—of Mary Ann Hunter on 
youth cultural policy ("Redefining 'Industry'") and Toby Miller more generally—to 
pro-government, pro-cultural industries approaches. These latter posifions vary 
The Queensland Government's development of a "writing" policy that included social 
justice concerns in defining its central criterion of "artistic merit" (see Queensland: A State 
for the Arts) and an industry focused approach to writing development, might be 
contrasted with the "literature" policy of the Literature Board of the Australia Council, 
which pursues an aesthetically constructed notion of "excellence". 
o 
The case for pragmatic cultural policy studies was introduced by Stuart Cunningham (in 
Framing Culture 169-173, and elsewhere), but later Craik was to go further in arguing for 
the importation into cultural policy studies of the apparatus and concerns of wider policy 
science ("The Potential and Limits of Cultural Policy Strategies"; Craik, McAllister and 
Davis). 
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between the arts industry advocacy of Philip Parsons, Jean Battersby and Donald 
Home; Tony Bemiett's "righf "reformisf governmentalism; Sttiart Cumiingham's 
pragmatic engagement with the operation of govermnent; and the limited policy 
instrumemalism of Jemiy Craik ("The Potential and Limits of Culmral Policy 
Sttategies"). While Cunningham and Craik have laid out a case for a kind of 
policy-process-centted approach that I argue for here, neither has gone very far 
towards realising it. Austtalian cultural policy studies has had comparatively little 
to say about how cultural policy is acttially formed and implemented. There are 
major accounts of contemporary policy formation processes: Gay Hawkins on 
community arts, Justin Macdonnell (from an arts management posifion) on arts 
ministership, and David Grogan, Colin Mercer and David Engwicht on cultural 
planning. These accounts are, however, largely exceptions within cultural policy 
studies' literature. 
In some sense, as Craik implies, in our "culttiral policy" conjunctton the 
"cultural" has dominated. Culttiral policy sttidies has been closely comiected to 
wider discourses around culture (including culttiral practices, multiculttiralism, and 
globalism). The connecttons to wider discourses around policy—and consequently 
to policy science-are by comparison underdeveloped. This discomiect arises from 
a narrow conceptualisation of policy, the texttial history of cultural studies, and, 
perhaps, from the limited access culttiral policy scholars have to the processes of 
govermnent. Together, these factors seem to have produced the largely texttialist 
methodologies of Austtalian cultural policy sttidies and its concomitant attention to 
policy documents rather than policy processes. This, perhaps, is linked to an 
overemphasis on the "culttiral" in the analysis of cultural policy. It might, for 
example, be argued that the rise of whole-of-government cultural policy processes 
t£t%4 
are linked to the rise of whole-of-governmentalism generally (in the Australian 
policy context), rather than just stemming from a broadened operant definition of 
culture. The point is that policy processes produce cultural policy and its 
governmentalising effects. As Hawkins demonsttated in From Nimbin to Mardi 
Gras, the bureaucratic steps towards policy outcomes can have profound 
implications both within the bureaucracy and within its service (and control) 
communities. For Hawkins, policy and bureaucratic thinking produced the field of 
community cultural development—rather than an existing "community arts" 
requiring a response from the bureaucracy. 
Tony Bennett and Stuart Cunningham, as the most forceful advocates of an 
institutionally-engaged cultural policy studies, have done the most to lay out an 
agenda for its development. Tony Bermett's ambitions (out of Foucault) for a 
cultural policy studies attending to the minute discourse of cultural institutions, 
have been partly met in the work of a number of scholars. Most often, as in Terry 
Flew's examination of commercial television regulation ("Culture, Citizenship and 
Content"), analysis has focused on the power relations involved in the operattons 
and the discourse of cultural institufions. Often quesfions about the gross allocatton 
of resources, or the constitution of the citizen in the discourse of the insfitution, are 
to the fore. However, only rarely—partly due to difficulties of access—is there a 
concern, or an ability, to analyse the filigree detail of institutional processes. Gay 
Hawkins's From Nimbin to Mardi Gras is perhaps the most significant example of 
this, in its close mapping of the government-led formation of community arts as a 
field of culture and cultural intervention. Instead, there is often a limit of the object 
of study to the published utterances and public actions of the insfitufion under 
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examination, with programmafic detail and operational procedure hidden from 
critical purview by the general opacity of organisattons. 
Stuart Cumiingham, in the late 1980s and early 1990s, more clearly 
advocated the need for a methodologically re-fumished pragmatic culttiral sttidies 
that moved on from failed "neo-marxist, anti-statist, anti-capitalist and anti-
commercial" rhetoric (Morris 547), to one of greater utility based on polittcal 
engagement. In some sense, Tony Bemiett's conttibutions, while instittitionally 
significant in the Austtalian context, comiect to ongoing international cultural 
studies discourse. Cumiingham, by conttast, had a more pragmatic concern with 
organising the activities of the discipline of culttiral studies in the Austtalian 
context. 
Cumiingham warmed up to his theme, on which he was to be elaborate in 
Framing Culture and revisit several times thereafter, in an inittal series of papers. 
He called for a new pragmatics of policy analysis-the scholar as policy "wonk" 
rather than policy crific-in an attempt to rearm the crittc as policy activist. For 
Cumiingham, policy discourse is more than "simply another object for the 
surveilling eye of culttiral critique" ("Cultural Crittque" 8). Under a schema of 
politically alert but passive surveillance, the cultural crittc forgoes the opportunity 
to act for the public interest. In its stead Cumiingham argued for the re-ftirnishing 
of culttiral Sttidies' methodology with a new range of policy related tools out of 
administtattve law, economics, and business studies. 
In moving beyond the simple "handmaiden" model that first occurs, he 
advocates a "critical policy research" where the propinquity of the critic to the 
processes of policy negottation does not require "a forced abandomnent of crifical 
perspecfives and supine servicing orientation to business, industry and 
.f? 
government" (11). It seems no accident that Cunningham's worrying over the 
"relations that should exist between culttiral critique and culttiral policy" (7) 
followed his move from the academy to be researcher and policy advisor at the 
Communications Law Centre in Sydney. While seeking to negotiate the difference 
in the discourses of cultural crhique and culttiral policy—for him, the former is 
"ideas-rich" while the latter is "ideas-thick" (9)—Cunningham does not settle on 
an ideal position for the critic, but pursues the idea that cultural studies programs 
and creative practice programs require a greater policy orientation. 
In Framing Culture, Cunningham resists the reading of his position as one 
of neo-liberal compromise, instead arguing for the greater utility of a political 
engagement, than that offered by "vanguard theory" (10). But as Cunningham 
himself sets out, the "handmaiden" model of cultural studies, even as he disavowed 
it, "is an easy target for the academy" (9), and he drew diffident and piqued 
critique from those content to see him as the advocate of a "compromised, 
incomplete and inadequate" cultural studies (9). His "pragmatism" brought the 
field into dispute with itself, drawing criticism centred on three concerns: cultural 
studies' relation with the state (Levy 552); the dismissal of existing modes of 
cultural studies focusing on issues of signification (Morris); and anxiety about the 
foreclosure of the space for cultural critique that practical policy engagement might 
bring (O'Regan, "(Mis)Taking Policy" 417). The advocacy, by some (Miller and 
Yudice 30), of an insfitutional disengagement—in order to ensure cultural studies' 
political purity—represented one pole in the emerging debate about the effects of 
Dawkin's-led vocationalisation of the humanities (see I. Hunter, "Personality as a 
Vocafion"), and the new ascendency of neo-classical economics. 
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Contemporaneously, there are complex and mixed signals about the 
direction and status of Australian cultural policy and Australian cultural policy 
studies. At a discipline level, Austtalian cultural policy studies has been the 
precursor to the developmem of the international field of cultural policy smdies^ 
The always diverse objects of Australian cultural policy studies have continued to 
grow, often following the interests of govermnent and wider cultural shifts'". This 
has brought new scholars into the field alongside earlier entrants. Likewise, 
Austtalian cultural policy smdies has had some success in shaping the outcomes 
and discourses of Austtalian cultural policy. Scholarly consideration o f - a n d 
insfitutional contributions t o - a r t s policy, media policy, and local cultural 
development have been influential and productive' . 
Cultural policy studies' conttibution to policy processes has varied with the 
level and colour of govermnent. The often anti-policy stance of the conservative 
federal govermnents since 1996, in enacting ideologically-driven processes of 
market reform, has meant that the Howard governments have drawn advice from a 
relatively narrow pool-excluding many of the policy-onentated voices of the 
previous decade. This is sigmficant because the Commonwealth's big ficket 
' Cultural DolicY studies has proliferated internationally as a form of political praxis and as 
a m d 0 tca^^^ American, and, most lately global versions of 
uUura policy studies have developed out of Anglo-Australian cultural pohcy studies 
Ths r sea h'has contributed to cultural policy-making at national and trans-nat.ona 
Ivels The work of the Demos think tank and Comedia in the UK, for example, responds 
lo both the Blair Government's localised creative industties agenda and to the cultural-
^ ' t ^ : ^ ^ l ^ ^ ^ : X ' l ^ ^ r . o . y and lacka; Moran and O'Regan) and 
n a ^ w artstoHey (Gibson; Hawkins; Rowse; Deborah Stevenson^./ and Organ.at.on) 
i n T l a ^ e 1980s broadened by the 1990s to include media pohcy (Cunnmgham and 
Tumer Flew "Culture, Citizenship and Content"); intellectual property (Anderson 
" C o p y r i g h - d Moral' Rights''); community broadcasting ( ^ , 7 ^ ) ' ^f^^^^^J^^^ 
development (M. A. Hunter, "Redefining 'Industry'"; T. Bennett, "Towards a Youth Arts 
Policy"); creative industries (Cunningham, Heam et al.); and so on. 
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expenditures on broadcasting, film and thirty or so other culttiral institutions dwarf 
the expenditures by the individual states and local authorities (although 
collectively the level of federal, state, and local government expenditures are 
similar) (Australia. Australian Bureau of Statistics, Cultural Funding in 
Australia) . 
The ascendency of Labor governments at a state government level has, 
however, meant a continuing contribufion by scholars to cultural policy processes. 
This is particularly true in Queensland where there has been a, not-unlinked, 
confluence of a strong cultural policy "culture" within government and a 
concentration of cultural policy scholars within the local universities' . At the same 
ttme, cultural policy's "success" within government—its partial breakout from the 
narrow set of interests of its initial "greenhouse" departments, typically within arts 
portfolios, to be a wider concern and instrument of government—has led to an 
increasingly ambiguous status. 
Cultural policy studies—be it Cunningham's pragmatics and his 
advancement of cultural policy as part of the vocationalisation of the humanities 
" See, for example, Graem.e Turner's review of audience perceptions of balance in ABC 
news and current affairs in late 1996. 
' This is not clear cut; one need only consider the extent of the media policy work being 
undertaken federally in 2005—relating to digital television, digital radio, ownership of 
Telstra and cross-media ownership—to understand how active and radical the current 
federal govemment can be. Also, various federal government organisations, which have 
traditionally have had a strong policy focus (such as the Australia Council and the 
Australian Film Commission) have continued to commission and undertake policy work 
(see Goldsmith and O'Regan). 
The AKCCMP, for example, located across Griffith University, the University of 
Queensland and Queensland University of Technology, contributed significantly to 
Queensland regional arts policy (see Trotter). Likewise, the Creative Industries Research 
and Applications Centre (CIRAC) at QUT has contributed significantly to local government 
and state govemment cultural agendas (Flew et al.; Cunningham, Rennie et al.; Keane and 
Hartley). These close links between local govemment and cultural policy studies' scholars 
have been tied to the emergence of planned cultural development and delivery within local 
government over the past decade (D. Stevenson, Art and Organisation 108-114). 
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(Framing Culture 14-18), Toby Miller's and Tony Bennett's constitufion of the 
citizen in the inherent "governmentality" of culture, Tom O'Regan's conceptton of 
a whole-of govemment concern with culture, or John Hartley's turn to the market 
(A Short History of Cultural Studies 116) —is an ever-widening field of concern. 
Yet. as Tom O'Regan notes about recent "whole-of-government" approaches to 
cultural policy, cultural policy fragments as it becomes a component in related 
policy agendas ("Too Much Culture, Too Little Culttire"). For "non-culttiral" 
bureaus with a passing concern with the cultural dimension of their policy 
programs, cultural policy is often little more than an instrument of, or a component 
in, a wider range of policy objectives: youth services, small business development, 
regional rejuvenation . 
The extent of cultural policy activity—and the incorporation of cultural policy as 
an interest of wider government—provides a conttnuing case for variations in the 
methodology of culttiral policy studies. As flagged earlier, that these variations are 
''' In a further complication to, and perhaps a contra-indication of, this broadened policy 
field—both around Williams's revised anthropological definition of culture, and around 
the economised creative industries—there is, within the Federal govemment, a renewed, 
albeit not advertised, concern with the "high culture" industties and "high culture" 
practices (which occupy Williams's narrowest definition of culture). This is best seen in 
the review and expansion of Australia Council funding for the performing arts (Australia. 
Department of Communications, Securing the Future: Major Performing Arts Inquiry 
Final Report and the visual arts (Australia. Department of Communications, Report of the 
Contemporary Visual Arts and Craft Inquiry). This concern for "high culture" continues to 
be played out within Australian cultural policy studies. Despite the Foucaldian foundation 
to the critical version of Australian cultural studies, the object of examination is not 
usually culture of the everyday and, in Ian Hunter's terms, its inherent govemmentality. 
Instead, there is, more often, a, perhaps unintentional, concern with the more 
institutionalised cultural industries. The domain of culture has broadened, but the cultural 
industries remain at the centre of the field. This may, as some feared, follow from 
Australian cultural policy studies' capture by its client institutions. The discipline area is 
small enough, and the operations of govemment large enough, that the discourse follows 
the contemporaneous operations, expenditure and issues of govemment. 
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not evident in the work of cultural policy studies partly follows the narrow 
conception of "policy". The purpose, object and approach to cultural policy 
analysis have been complicated by Bennett's definifions of culture and policy and 
the way these are forged into a single term: cultural policy. As quoted earlier, 
Bennett, in addressing policy as the other "key word" within the "cultural policy" 
conjunction argues that: 
Policy, refers to the organisational principles and objectives 
governing the activities of those agencies—governmental and 
private—active in the sphere of culture so defined. (T. Bennett, 
"Culture: Theory and Policy" 6) '^  
While such a definition embraces principles of action (both in their enunciated and 
un-enunciated forms), it makes no mention of the elements of policy practice (in 
Bennett's definitions of culture and policy blur on two fronts. The conception of culture 
as a form of govemmentality (involved in the formation and disciplining of citizens) blurs 
with the idea of policy as a set of organising principles and policing actions. Likewise, if 
in approaching the concept of policy we include the unstated actions and allocations of 
institutions, that is, the culture of policy, the terms begin to overlap. A complication for 
cultural policy studies in its conception of cultural policy is, however, its reliance upon a 
narrow conception of the notion of policy. Cultural studies has pursued an ever more 
elastic concept of culture, moving, in Bennett's case, beyond William's four categories of 
culture to concentrate on the agency of culture. Culture becomes not just an expression or 
a product of human value, but a discourse of human value that helps organise the civitas. 
In BenneU's conception culture "refers to the institutions, symbol systems, and forms of 
regulation and training responsible for forming, maintaining and/or changing the mental 
and behavioural attributes of populations". But while this definifion of culture is generous 
and broad, the constitutive definition of policy is narrow, referring to "the organisational 
principles and objectives governing the activities of those agencies—governmental and 
private—active in the sphere of culture so defined" ("Culture: Theory and Policy" 5-6). In 
Bennett's conception, culture—now a broad term—becomes, within government, a top-
down apparatus of governance. In this sense, culture incorporates policy. Or policy has its 
own culture, which is as productive of, and as representative of, the organisation of 
resources and value as any policy document. This is particularly so where policy is thought 
to be more than the enunciation of government goals and principles, but is also considered 
to include the nature of government politics, structure and operation. Therein, policy is 
articulated m the actions and processes of govemment as well as in policy documents. 
Policy culture is its own enunciation of policy value. Despite this woolliness, cultural 
policy studies has often proceeded around a narrower definition of policy—which attends 
to policy documents rather than policy value. 
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either their "stated" or "un-stated" forms). Culturally, policy analysis has, 
accordingly, played itself out in a similar fashion: it is often limited to a culmral-
industry-centred concern with explicit, textually evident, policy. In such a 
conception, cultural policy studies shows the residue of cultural studies' textual 
tradition. The interest is not diverted from the relations of power, but is textually-
centred, meaning that published policy documents and papers receive greater 
attenfion than the less visible processes of policy formation, the dynamics of policy 
implementation or the brocade of culture/policy elements vested in organisational 
systems or bureaus' internal allocations of resources. 
The claim for the utility of a re-furnished cultural policy studies requires a 
re-thinking, and revisifing, of the concept of "policy" to include three co-existent 
forms—each performing Bennett's general function of culture and policy as 
governmentality. We might see policy comprising: i) formal published policy 
vested in public policy document—or, "the public communications of bureaucracy 
and of government"; ii) policy-formation and review as the dedicated business of 
some elements of the bureaucracy—or, "the thinking and the discussion of the 
bureaucracy"; and iii) the overall action of government embracing stated activities, 
enunciated objectives, and the unstated administrative practices—or, "the ways of 
bureaucracy". 
The first category, of formal or published policy, can provide impetus to 
change within its target community or industry, and within other bureaus, but 
formal policy is usually only one stage in an unresolved cycle of policy activity, or 
the communication of resolved discussions within the host or sponsoring bureau. 
We can identify a number of policy reports that brought with them the 
transformational re-orderings of instimtional policy, discourse operations, outputs 
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and outcomes, including Securing the Future: Major Performing Arts Inquiry 
Final Report and Queensland: A State for the Arts. But there are many instances 
where the publication of policy has done little to organise future resources, or 
alternatively instances where unstated policy, vested in politic decisions or 
administrattve processes, has been transformational in effect . 
Cultural policy studies in its focus on policy texts has ablated approaches to 
policy which emphasise policy processes, bureaucratic culture, low level 
administrative arrangements and politics as forms of governance. As several 
commentators have pointed out, the distinction between policy and politics is 
blurred, and while made in English is not necessarily made in all European 
languages: 
Politik in German and politique in French cover both English 
words [...]. 'Polities', 'policy', 'polity' and 'police' are all derived 
from polls, the city-state of ancient Greece, and when the word 
'policy' first emerged in English, it tended to refer to the whole 
pattern of governance, as in Sir Thomas Smith's The Manner of 
Government or the Police of the Realm of England (c.l565). But 
overtime, distinct usages evolved, and [...] 'policy' came to 
acquire in English a 'noninstituttonal, purely intentional sort of 
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nterestingly, while such reports are the focal point of cultural policy studies' attention 
(the response to Creative Nation is perhaps the clearest example of this), a number of 
policy science models of the policy cycle do not even identify the publication of policy 
reports or policy documents as clear stages in their representation of the cycle (see 
Bridgman and Davis; Hewlett and Ramesh; Fenna; Stewart). We might also note that in 
some instances policy documents are not the result of policy consultation at a key stage in 
a policy formation cycle, but instead are the result of executive action which seeks to 
radically re-order a field of policy without reference to its target community and to 
manoeuvre around stakeholders—perhaps David Gonski's 1997 Review of Commonwealth 
Assistance to the Film Industry is an example of this. It might be further noted that global 
policy frameworks, whether they be the result of executive intervention, or long term 
consultation, do not necessarily order resources over the longer term. While the 1991 
Queensland: A State for the Arts transformed the delivery of grant funding through the 
period 1991-95 and compelled reviews of the state's major cultural statutory authorities, 
by 1996 a number of the key principles of the policy scheme were eroded: arms-length 
funding, art fomi-based funding, a priority on writing and visual arts. 
34 
meaning', and to be further distinguished from 'polities'. 
(Colebatch 67) 
This intentionality, Colebatch suggests, was a product of constituent "antipathy" to 
the growth of the state bureaucracy. Policy "became part of the explanafion of the 
relationship between elected representatives and career officials: policy was what 
the politicians wanted to do" (67). The system guaranteed constituents some 
agency through their ability to select between the alternative policy platforms 
articulated by each candidate or party. In such a scheme, the bureaucracy's role 
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was to enact the platform rather than help formulate it . 
Despite Colebatch's claim of an historical marginalisafion of the 
bureaucracy in the emergent English democracy of the sixteenth century, in 
response to public demands for its abstention from policy formation, policy is 
now-in many ways-the province of the bureaucracy. While still concerned with 
intenttonality—that is, the goals of government including those of the legislators— 
our contemporary idea of policy is closely tied to processes of the bureaucracy. 
These bureaucrattc processes are often little-influenced by the hnmediate 
consfittient interests as exercised through the electoral function. Instead 
bureaucrattc policy processes are part of "continuing processes of interaction 
between interpretation and the actton to which it relates" (Colebatch 65). 
•^  This centrality of election platforms sfill holds. Governments are often keen, once 
elected to report on their achievement of election promises-^ven in the domain of the 
arts The implementation of the Queensland Government's 2% for public art policy in 
1999 was made easier by the pre-election inclusion of the initiative within the Australian 
Labor Party's platform and then in its subsequent election platform, despite resistance to 
the proposal from the public works' related departments of govemment. The inclusion in 
the party's election platfomi gave the initiative political momentum within govemment 
DesDite the significant cost and bureaucratic barriers to its implementation-including the 
need for an unprecedented level of interdepartmental co-ordination for a state govemment 
arts or cultural portfolio program-it was in place within 18 months of the election of the 
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Colebatch suggests, that there are a number of alternatives to this model built 
around many paired terms: policy and politics; policy and administrafion; policy 
and management; policy and organisation; policy and structure; policy and 
regulation; and policy and governance. As stated above, there has been a reversal 
in the meaning of the terms in the pairing "policy" and "polifics". Polifics now 
mostly refers to the acttons of the polifical class, while policy is the province of 
bureaucrats evincing order. These terms are often, but not necessarily, in 
opposition: "good politics might be bad policy" and vice versa. The achievement 
of nominated goals may be polifically difficult—reminding us of Bismarck's 
dictum that "politics is the art of the possible". Administrafive models retain the 
idea of policy as intenfion arising from polifics or from the intellecttial work of 
policy-focused bureaucrats. In such a scheme, most bureaucrats or public servants 
are involved in the administrative processes of implementation. By the 1960s, 
under Hughes's conception, the lines between policy formation and program 
implementation had blurred (Hughes in Colebatch 71). Policy was subsumed into 
the "functions of general management": "strategy"; "managing internal 
components" (human resource management) and "managing external 
constituencies" (comprising dealings with various stakeholders) (Allison in 
Colebatch 71). While there is a reduced policy function built around quanfitafive 
analysis of policy options, more generally policy work—conceived of as the 
identification and pursuit of objectives—is part of the overall management 
function of the agency. 
first Beattie government (Queensland. Arts Queensland, Art Built-in: Creating Better 
Public Places: An Introduction to the Queensland Government's Public Art Policy). 
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Most problematic, for cultural policy sttidies, is a conceptualisatton of policy—not 
as a statement of direction following an ordered and optimising decision-making 
process, as suggested by Bridgman and Davis's account (21-29), but as a mode of 
organisation or operation. Herein, the textual artefact—that is, the policy 
document—is not available to perform a possible role in organising resources and 
discourse. To exemplify this, Colebatch contrasts the rafionalist policy model with 
the "incremental decision-making" model of Charles Lindblom, who argues that: 
in practice means and ends are not separable, analysis is limited 
rather than comprehensive, policy emerges from a succession of 
small changes rather than a single clear decision and the test of a 
good decision is not so much that it achieves known objectives, but 
people agree with the processes by which it is reached. (Lindblom 
in Colebatch 73). 
Lindblom's analysis opens up a divide between normattve and posifive models of 
policy-making. The rafionalist approach can be conceived of as a normattve model 
of how policy "ought" to be made whereas Lindblom's approach of "real world" 
incrementalism is a positivist account of actual policy processes. Given the 
reductive and simplifying function of models, any actual policy process is near 
certain to be more complex than models allow. But even conceding this 
epistemological limitafion, in many instances rationalist policy models provide 
little insight into acttial policy processes. For Graham Allison, this is explained by 
the requirement for all policy processes to be seen through three lenses. The first is 
rationalist: 
The rational actor: The acfion between idenfifiable actors [...] that 
have clear goals and make choices about the best way to achieve 
these goals. 
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The second and third are not alternative policy processes but coincident, yet not 
necessarily synchronic, policy processes: 
The governmental process: policy is not made [...] but emerges 
from the interactton of a range of specialised bodies [...] each with 
its own distinct way of recognizing and dealing with problems. 
Bureaucratic politics: these specialised bodies have different 
interests and positions, and the policy process is about power 
relattonships between them. (Alhson in Colebatch 75) 
It is worth nottng that even though normative rationalist models are complicated by 
government processes and bureaucratic politics, rationalist approaches often sfill 
frame policy discourse within government and within the public sphere. The 
rafional instrumentalism of policy approaches—the presumptions of knowledge 
about the policy issues to be addressed, the further presumptions about the 
idenfification of appropriate goals, of effective policy actions, and the 
measurability of outputs and outcomes—is widely assumed in the policy literature. 
Peter Bridgman and Glyn Davis, authors of Governing Queensland: The 
Queensland Policy Handbook and The Australian Policy Handbook (respecfively, 
an internal government process handbook and a commercial textbook, which share 
much of the same content) suggest that policy operates in a (largely) ordered and 
rational manner (26-33). Bridgman and Davis present a water-wheel model of 
policy formatton, made up of a series of stages: idenfifying issues; policy analysis; 
policy instruments; consultafion; co-ordination; decision; implementation; and 
evaluation (27). These are undertaken in turn. 
These claims to ordered scienficittsm are, however, soft and paradoxical. 
Policy science embraces both the attempt at ordered development and the need for 
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its repudiafion'l Good policy practtce involves accepting failure in the 
implementation of "the careful, sequenfial policy cycle" (Bridgman and Davis 2). 
On one hand policy-making involves ordering, but is a necessarily fragmented and 
contingent object. 
In a real world situation the formal stages of policy development are likely 
to be blurred rather than sttictly linear (Howlett and Ramesh 9). However, 
Bridgman and Davis claim that using such a structured process towards policy 
outcomes (and their subsequent evaluation) provides a better chance of their 
success (25). For them, good policy follows good process, as it brings the "rigour 
of both process and intellect" (31). Within such a model, the "churn" [my term] of 
policy work towards both intermediate and final formations becomes a process of 
productive invention, critique and modification. 
Correspondingly, while Bridgman and Davis are proponents of policy cycle 
modelling, they acknowledge that the claims made for a policy cycle must be 
modest (30). As Davis and Weller state, policy is "a disconfinuous series of 
'^  Policy science, as an academic discipline and as a form of bureaucratic analysis, has 
emerged in the past fifty years as an attempt to reconcile political theory's concern with 
the normative or moral dimension of govemment with the minutiae of the operation of 
specific political institutions. In one sense, in its concern with the processes of the 
established state, policy science suspends wider political questions over the constitution 
and operation of the state, in order to develop the "arts" of resolving smaller policy 
questions. The tensions between developing policy, the critique of process (Howlett and 
Ramesh 2-5), the assumptions of order and normative rationality are among the most 
problematic elements of policy science. Pioneering polittcal scientist Harold Lasswell. in a 
manoeuvre that was to a have a parallel in the diverse toolbox of cultural smdies, used 
approaches from a range of disciplines to map and order the processes of govemment 
(Howlett and Ramesh 3). In a further parallel, these divisions between an instrumental 
policy science and a critical policy studies resemble those within cultural smdies between 
critical/interpretational approaches and the more practical orientation of cultural policy 
studies—although partly this thesis argues that the practical orientation of cultural policy 
studies is underdeveloped. Most standard introductions to policy in the Australian context, 
including H.K. Colebatch's Policy and Mark Considine's Public Policy, approach policy 
science as a spectrum of positions—some more crifical and some more instrumental and 
rationalist than others. 
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acfions, played out simultaneously across multiple arenas, given unity only through 
the selection and synthesis of a narrator" (384). In effect, often, it is not the process 
that is ordered, but rather the representation of the process. The policy cycle acts as 
a graspable but reductive representation of the process of policy formation— 
Bridgman and Davis, for example, represent the policy cycle as an eight-stage 
water-wheel (27). This imports the consolations of rationality into process, when in 
reality the knowledge assumptions of ordered policy processes (Colebatch 83) and 
the failure of policy cycle model like Bridgman and Davis's to account for "social 
and political matters" (Considine 7) limit such rationalist approaches. 
Government and bureaucratic processes inevitably complicate policy 
development. In cultural policy-making, as elsewhere, bureaucrattc politics are 
further complicated by industry and community—or stakeholder polifics. Non-
governmental organisafions, particularly where they are responsible for the 
delivery of services that have been devolved to them by government, are often 
capable of exerting considerable influence on their own behalf or on behalf of the 
their stakeholders. As a greater number of government (or government-funded) 
programs are devolved to NGOs to deliver, the governmental and the non-
governmental sectors are increasingly interdependent'^ in the task of governance. 
For Lasswell, this interdependence underlines the politics in policy and that 
"policy is not about context-free decisions, but about continuing patterns of 
allocation" (Colebatch 76). Schaffer goes further, to argue that structure—the mere 
existence of an agency—is policy (Colebatch 76). Whether an agency is a 
" An example of the interdependence of the govemment and NGOs is Arts Queensland's 
reliance on Q Music Association Inc. to deliver the government's youth music program A-
Venue. When, in late 2002, Arts Queensland hesitated to guarantee Q Music's core 
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department, a division, an office, a statutory authority or exists at all brings with it 
a commitment of resources in a particular kind of way, with particular executive 
freedoms, planning and reporting requirements and status. As Anthony Giddens 
argues, strucmre is itself a process (Colebatch 77). Policy is as much about 
organisation as about enunciated goals. One of the things made clear by the case 
smdy of the 2000 Queensland Govemment cultural policy exercise (which I 
examine in Chapter Four) is that without the organisational capacity to meet goals, 
the enunciation of goals is sometimes meaningless. 
New vantage points for the cultural policy studies scholar 
I wish to suggest a step beyond those taken by Bennett and Cunningham—whom I 
have crudely characterised as changing the object of cultural analysis towards 
policy (Bennett) and then advocating new critical tools (developing a pragmatics to 
accompany politics) in order to undertake this analysis (Cunningham). That further 
step—^which I do not view as transformative but rather as a diversification of 
existtng approaches—is the extension of culmral policy smdies into a concern with 
the processes of policy formation. Within Australian cultural policy sttidies, Craik 
particularly has articulated cultural policy studies' blindness to processes of policy 
formatton and the bureaucracy: 
There have been few attempts to treat cultural policy as a sub-
sector of debates within public policy—that is, in terms of 
compefing policy models. This involves analysing available roles 
of government; how strategies are chosen in relation to objectives; 
funding, the vulnerability of the NGO's overall structure, and the concomitant threat not to 
deliver Arts Queensland's youth music program, was used to force government's hand. 
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intended and unintended outcomes of strategies; and considering 
cultural policy in the context of broader government visions and 
orientations. Instead, cultural policy is accepted as automatically 
part of the government's role as protector and upholder of key 
community values. ("The Potential and Limits of Cultural Policy 
Strategies" 178) 
This variant approach to cultural policy analysis draws attention to the making of 
policy rather than to its published outcomes. Such accounts value the productive 
"churn" of policy-making (type ii policy) over the publication of institutional or 
government policy positions (type i). In some instances, the "chum" of 
government—in the production of intermediary policy documents, internal reports, 
the conduct of intra-governmental consultation, the ongoing "tasting" of issues, 
opfions and outcomes, and the conduct of government towards "final" policy 
position—is as significant, if less visible, than the final or resolved policy posifion. 
Within such a model, wherein process precedes outcome, the intermediate stages 
of policy-formation are as important as the final resolution—which itself is only 
temporarily, and thus oxymoronically, final. 
As summarised above, in the early 1990s there was considerable debate 
within cultural studies about the vantage points and the role of the cultural studies 
scholar in relation to cultural policy. This debate was linked to basic questions 
about cultural studies' radical project. Was cultural studies to be a radical project 
that produced new knowledge but did not require acfion—or in which knowledge 
production was action—or was cultural studies better conceived of as an 
institutional intervenfion in the political system? Questions arose around the 
different kinds of knowledge that activist and critical projects produced, including 
the extent to which knowledge could be contaminated by an activist's participation 
in political processes. 
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Likewise, the prospect of a contemporary revision of cultural policy studies 
in order to attend closely to processes of cultural policy formatton, or to the policy 
chum of the bureaucracy, raises new (and old) questions about expertise and about 
the vantage point from which scholarship or research is undertaken. An inittal 
question is, to what extent does cultural policy studies have anything to say about 
policy formation processes? Cultural policy scholars often possess substantial 
cultural policy expertise, but only rarely do they bring "policy-making" expertise 
to their research. The accounts of cultural bureaus' processes that we do possess 
are either insider accounts by expert policy science scholars (see G. Davis) or by 
senior bureau personnel (see Anderson, "Policy, Management and Visual Arts 
Practice"; Santamaria, "'Creative Natton' and Copyright"; Santamaria, "Contract 
Research: The Bureaucracy-Researcher Relattonship"; Watson 517-21). And even 
if bureau staff would seem to have an advantage in providing critical accounts of 
policy development processes, they also often are limited by having cultural 
industry rather than policy backgrounds. Again, in our "cultural policy" 
conjunction, emphasis has fallen on "culture" rather than on "policy". This 
suggests that a new language of culttiral policy formation, beyond even the policy 
analysis tools proposed by Sttiart Cunningham, which emphasises policy is 
required. It is suggested here that such a language is at least partly found in policy 
science. 
The second question asks what might be the best vantage point for a revised 
or variant culttiral policy studies with an emphasis on cultural policy processes? 
Culttiral policy scholars have made their conttibutions from a range of, not 
muttially exclusive, posifions: as government employees; as adjuncts to 
government; as project-specific consultants; but mostly from the greater distance 
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of the academy. Justin Macdonnell, in Arts, Minister?, compiled his account of 
Austtalian federal govemment arts ministers from his own experiences as a 
bureaucrat, complemented by conventional archival research. More recently Mary 
Ann Hunter's analysis of youth arts policy, "Anxious Futures", followed in part 
from her ttme as a project officer for Arts Queensland, and as a consultant to Arts 
Queensland and the Australia Council. Recently CIRAC scholars have used a 
series of research commissions from government partners to produce public reports 
(see Cunningham, Rennie et al.; Keane and Hartley). Likewise, the Linkage 
category of Australian Research Council grants have provided a basis for new 
research sometimes focused on the immediate needs of the client (see 
Cunningham, Hearn et al.) and somettmes more clearly to serve as public 
documents (see Goldsmith and O'Regan). However, a survey of Continuum, Media 
International Australia (MIA) and, before its subsumption into MIA, Culture and 
Policy, indicates that most cultural policy studies contributions are made from the 
distance of the academy, reliant upon public documents or bureaucratic contacts. 
The "churn" of policy work—the conversation inside government, and 
between government and stakeholders—remains comparatively opaque and 
difficult for university-situated cultural policy scholars to access for analysis. 
Policy science handbooks concur with this view of academics as being at the 
periphery. Despite the historical contribution of policy scholars to processes of 
policy-making, and the interest of many academics in being involved in policy 
processes, policy handbooks often represent policy process as vested in key 
individuals within the institutions of government—that is, policy is seen as a 
process in the charge of bureaucrats. Correspondingly, Bridgman and Davis see 
their own work as: 
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designed for those who become embroiled in the sometimes 
turbulent world of public policy, midway between politics and 
public administration. They range from senior advisers and 
executives to technical advisers and support staff. Standing outside 
the process looking in are the students of politics and policy, and 
interest groups keen to influence policy choices. They too might 
find something of interest in these pages. (1) 
Their policy handbook places senior advisers, executives, technical advisers and 
support staff at the centre, with students on the outer, looking in. By contrast, Mark 
Considine offers a more dynamic policy model. He sees policy processes as partly 
the result of the interests and actions of any individual or group able to take action 
en a public problem or issue (6). This can include academics—most usually in the 
role of as consultants, advisers or adjunct scholars. Howlett and Ramesh suggest, 
whatever the ambitions of the scholar, and despite the turn to the empirical and 
pragmatic in the formation of policy science in the 1950s, the academic's role is at 
the periphery (2). This, however, seems to neglect the significant impact of some 
scholarship on public policy, such as the impact of the Dibb report on Australian 
defence policy when released in 1986. 
Partly, as Tony Bennett has suggested, the problem for cultural policy 
studies is that the bureaucracy comes armed with its own intellectuals (Culture: A 
Reformer's Science 33). As Ian Hunter's account of the influence of James Kay-
Shuttleworth within the British nineteenth-century school system suggests, the 
bureaucrat is not prevented from a radical thought or action, and, perhaps, is in a 
better position than the academic to pursue it. The radical organic intellectual 
inside government may, at certain points in the policy process, have considerable 
independent agency (Culture and Government 92-93). Frow, following Gramsci, 
provides a broad conceptualisation of the intellectual as: 
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all of those whose work is socially defined as being based upon 
the possession and exercise of knowledge, whether that knowledge 
be prestigious or routine, technical or speculafive. (Frow, Cultural 
Studies and Cultural Value 90) 
This is not just a stance of inclusiveness on Frow's part but a classificatton 
that seeks to make visible the role of the intellectual in the "implementation of 
modernity" (89). Intellectuals are involved in state-based and non-state-based 
mobilisation of "a culture of enlightened discourse which [in turn] mobilizes an 
historically specific apparatus of power and knowledge around a claim to truth" 
(90). Correspondingly, Bennett argued for a cultural studies that steered a course 
between a British tradition of organising subjects and texts in opposition to 
capitalism and the state, and an emerging American tradition of aestheticizing the 
popular, in which the critic produces "positive knowledges that can be effectively 
used within actually existing spheres of cultural policy formation" ("Culture: 
Theory and Policy" 7). O'Regan—while he has largely pursued an agenda of 
cultural policy research informed by the tides of government interest—has raised a 
number of issues implicated in the transformation Bennett advocates 
("(Mis)Taking Policy"; "Some Reflecfions on the 'Policy Moment'"). 
No matter what the issues of crifical distance facing the policy studies 
scholar as technician or facing the bureaucrat as intellectual invested in the state 
and (perhaps) the structures of capital, it is clear that the policy bureaucrat is an 
agent in Bennettian "culture's" governmentalism. It is this agency, rather than the 
complementary issue of the cultural studies relation to it, that draws my attention 
to the business of the agent. The churn of policy consfitutes, in some sense, the 
deliberative function of government, and potentially operates as a force (and site) 
46 
of change. Policy briefings, reports, and drafts—the constitution of ideas in the 
policy process and the mechanism for their dissemination within the body of 
govemment and perhaps to other stakeholders—are discursive acts in the process 
of extending the discourse of government and forming its actions. For example, 
while the Queensland Government was involved in overt cultural policy-making 
tasks throughout the 1990s—following a wide-scale review of the arts portfolio by 
the incoming Goss government in 1990—the end of the decade also represented a 
high point in cultural policy-making with the preparation of a number of new 
policy documents and reports, many directed towards the development of a new 
state culmral policy framework. 
As a consultant to Arts Queensland and to the Department of State 
Development, I was the sole author or joint author of a number of papers that 
contributed to the roll-out of what, in the Queensland context, were two new ideas: 
whole-of-government cultural policy-making and creative industries policy-
making. These ideas began to be evident in the three papers: Digital Futures: 
Digital Media Strategy Paper (for Arts Queensland in 2000); Building the Future: 
A policy framework for the next five years (working draft) (for Arts Queensland in 
2000)^°; and Creative Industries Precinct Draft Final Report—Volumes I&2: 
Business Plan (for Queensland University of Technology and the Department of 
State Development in 2001), 
^^  The first paper Digital Futures: Digital Media Strategy Paper deals with the digital arts 
in Queensland prior to the Australian take-up of the term creative industries, which was 
subsequently adopted (within some bureaucracies) to order policy development in relation 
to these sectors. Instead, Digital Futures sought to position the digital arts within the 
rubric of existing arts policy and the structure of an existing arts bureaucracy. The second 
paper, "The Creative Industries in Queensland" section in Rimmer, Smart and Glover's 
Creative Industries Precinct Draft Final Report—Volume I&2: Business Plan was the first 
attempt to provide an overview of the creative industries in Queensland. As such it serves 
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This thesis concentrates on the development of Building the Future, parts 
of which were co-authored with Gillian Gardiner. This working draft operated as a 
significant discussion paper within Arts Queensland government (and was itself, in 
part, the result of significant earlier discussion). Building the Future helped 
introduce a number of concepts that were taken up in the Creative Queensland 
policy statement published by Arts Queensland in October 2002: the concern with 
creative industries; whole-of-government cultural policy; and the reposttioning of 
Arts Queensland as a service agency to other potential cultural funding-bodies 
within government. The working draft is not a public document, but the eight 
months of its development captured, and helped produce, a signal shift in the 
discourse of Queensland Government cultural policy: from "arts" to "creafive 
industries"; and from arts bureaucracy-centred cultural policy to the whole-of-
government policy frameworks. 
That it is unpublished suggests that processes of cultural policy discussion, 
or policy churn, can be as productive as the public "enunciation" of formal policy 
in helping to organise ideas within government and determine programs and the 
allocation of resources. This highlights the ambiguous status of formal policy 
documents. Often such documents are aspirational claims by their sponsoring 
agency, or by their relevant minister, and have untested status within government. 
Despite this uncertain status their production and circulation helps order resources 
and actions. Correspondingly, the main readership for such documents is often 
bureaucrats from the sponsoring or interacting agencies. Only to a lesser extent are 
as the originating conceptualisafion of the creative industries within the Queensland 
environment. 
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these documents involved in the branding of govemment to the wider electorate or 
to an industry stakeholder group. 
Such bureaucratic agency—and the deterministic processes of 
contemporary social-democratic policy-making—suggest the bureau as a plausible 
vantage point for a cultural policy studies centred on processes of cultural policy 
formation. The process-focused approach of contemporary policy-making often 
requires deliberative elaboration of both the goals and the processes towards either 
resolved or intermediate policy posifions, often in the policy analysis stage of the 
policy cycle (Bridgman and Davis 47). Policy-making processes are usually 
authorised by senior departmental staff or by the minister before being pursued. In 
Queensland's case. Governing Queensland: The Queensland Policy Handbook 
provides a policy model which bureaucrats are encouraged to employ. As a model 
of policy-making it is a useful starting point for critique of policy formafion, and is 
itself open to subsequent critique. 
As stated earlier, it is not surprising that accounts of cultural policy-making 
often come from the bureaucrats involved in these processes. And, as is the case in 
the accounts by Stafford (Anderson, "From Policy to Programs: Interview with 
John Stafford") and by Macdonnell, these are often "heavily invested" accounts— 
that is, accounts in which the analyst was personally involved in the policy process. 
This investment gives rise to a wish for, and the possibility of, a corresponding 
self-reflexivity on behalf of the analyst. Such a self-reflexive account of the 
deliberative and creative process of policy-making, resembles not so much a 
conventional analysis or even memoir, but instead an "exegetical" account that has 
become familiar to us through contemporary creative practice as research. As 
Fletcher and Mann state, the exegesis provides a "research framework: the key 
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quesfions, the theories, the disciplinary and wider context, of the projecf (6). The 
(often) deliberative and creative nattire of cultural policy documents—as distinct 
from the analytical nature of cultural policy scholarshifK-provides a space for an 
analytical or explanatory text attending to the policy and its processes of 
production. The self-reflexive framework of the reporting actor is not just the 
literature of culmral policy studies, but also the literature and ideas of policy 
science. 
The organisation of the argument 
This thesis is broken into four parts. The preceding has introduced a number of 
issues arising from the historical and contemporary conduct of Australian cultural 
policy studies. I have reviewed the problematic status of literature within 
Australian cultural policy, and then introduced the possibility of a variant approach 
to Australian cultural policy studies focused on an exegetically-framed 
presentation of policy documents, as a specific kind of account of policy formation 
processes. The following chapters will develop these issues in greater detail. 
Chapters Two and Three of this thesis examine literature as an object of 
interest to Australian cultural policy studies. They argue for the potential benefits 
of literary activity and even for acts of literary ordering or canonisation. To be 
sure, my goal is not to return literature to a pre-eminence, or to rescue aesthetics, 
but merely to account for literary producfion, circulation, consumption and 
symbolic deployment alongside other forms of culture. It is an act of repair, which 
retrieves the literary object but not the modernist textual reading practices that— 
historically—have attended to the literary object (Easthope 12-18). 
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In Chapter Two, I will examine the narrow accounts of literary and 
publishing policy within Australian cultural policy studies and the adjacent 
disciplines of cultural and media studies, Austtalian studies and literary sttidies. I 
will look at how accounts of Australian literary policy have focused on the 
operattons of the Literature Board of the Australia Council to the exclusion of the 
broad range of interventions the state makes in the literary/publishing value-chain. 
The chapter examines cultural studies' historical hostility to literature—from 
Williams onwards—culminating in Tony Bennett's attempt to move "outside 
literature", whereby he advocates consideration of literary practices in their social 
(and in some instances economic) relations, and for their social (and economic) 
^'alue. For those involved in the constimtion of Australian culttiral policy studies, 
this call may seem familiar, as it echoes Bennett's call, in the late 1980s and the 
early 1990s, for a move, within cultural studies, away from a concern with 
signification, and its provision of resistive or oppositional readings of texts, 
tDwards a consideration of policy actton. But, in reality, this is an opportunity that 
reither Bennett nor anyone else has taken up. 
Chapter Three furnishes an historical account of print culttire as site of 
government intervenfion in Austtalia in the 1990s. While the interventions are 
unco-ordinated, they occur along the full value-chain of manuscript development, 
publication, dissemination and consumption. The policy interventions also vary in 
type and visibility. Some are of long standing, but invisible through processes of 
nattiralisation. Other interventions around the book were prominent parts of 
contemporary cultural or economic policy. Literattire is considered as an object of 
complex governmental intervention and policy utility. The second part of the 
chapter examines the agency of government in shaping the literary sphere and the 
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utility of print culture in government and civic interests. I argue for the social value 
of Uterattire in the entwined development of Brisbane city and Queensland 
literature in the 1990s and thereafter. Literature was, and literary figures were, 
spontaneously and deliberatively important in the transformation of Brisbane 
culture and idenfity in the 1990s. This chapter provides an account of the 
development of the administrative structures, government actions, narratives of 
change, group identities and the professional practices which constitute the 
institution of literamre in Queensland. It pays particular attention to the relations 
between literary and civic identity around the use of novelist Nick Earls and the 
tropes of his fictton in promotional campaigns for Brisbane-centred tourism. 
Chapter Four of this thesis turns to the second half of the argument, that is, 
the possibility of a revised cultural policy studies that attends to cultural policy 
processes rather than to texts. This turn rests upon on my claim of a paradoxical 
remnant "textualism" in the methodology of Australian cultural policy studies. 
This remnant textualism persists in cultural policy studies despite the partial 
rejection of the literary being one of the constitutive acts in the formation of 
cultural studies—and a more general rejection of textualism being a constituent 
declaration in the formation of cultural policy studies. As rehearsed earlier, 
Garnham's cultural industries work in the late-1980s—which advocated a political 
economy of culture—was a significant marker in cultural studies' turn away from 
textualism. This tum away from textualism was taken up more vigorously by Tony 
Bennett in his rejection of aesthetics ("Really Useless 'Knowledge'"), and by 
Cunningham in his call for a pragmatics of cultural policy studies based around the 
work of the policy scientist. 
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Chapter Four, in a case study examination of my involvement in the 1999-
2002 Queensland Government cultural policy-making exercise, takes up the idea of 
a culmral policy scholarship attending to processes of developing culmral policy 
documents and policy setting. State govemment cultural policy, and accounts of it, 
operate at a secondary level within most concepts of the framework of cultural 
policy. While the efforts of agencies such as UNESCO and the Council of Europe 
have provided an increasingly important trans-national element to cultural policy 
(Europe/ERICarts), the "national" remains the dominant level for the construction 
and critique of cultural policy-making. In Australian cultural policy studies, this 
may be particularly so because of the importance of the nation as a concept around 
which to organise the political interests of Australian cultural studies as an 
opposittonal discipline (Turner, "Cultural Policy and National Culture"). It likely 
also reflects the national as the central policy-making level. Even where states have 
policy provenance, there are often efforts to co-ordinate policy nationally. The 
Cultural Ministers' Council, consisting of the cultural ministers from Australian 
states and territories, has often brokered conjoint federal-state policy-making, often 
to facilitate national outcomes that require a co-ordinated response by the state 
governments due to the particularities of the division of responsibilities under the 
Australian Constitution. 
In the 1990s, Queensland was, however, an active cultural policy space 
which existed in a variety of relations to federal policy-making. As stated earlier, 
the 1991 Queensland: A State for the Arts report operated as policy framework to 
bring Queensland up to existing "best practice" within the national mix. The 
introduction of large-scale funding for writing, visual arts, individual artists 
(focusing on a notion of professional practice), the introduction of peer assessment 
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and the operation, for a period, of quasi-arms-length decision-making, mimicked 
the Australia Council. In part, this was an attempt to address a perceived failure of 
the Australia Council to operate with a truly national brief and meet developmental 
needs in Queensland (Queensland. Arts Committee 32). Unlike the Australia 
Council's restticfive nofion of "excellence" (D. Stevenson, Art and Organisation 
49-70) the Queensland Arts Division (now Arts Queensland) introduced "artistic 
merif as its guiding principle, conflafing excellence with strong social jusfice and 
equity provisions. This had mixed results. On the one hand it furmelled resources 
towards Indigenous cultural development for the first time. On the other hand the 
introduction of a host of equity and social justice considerations into the criteria for 
artistic merit left Arts Queensland open to attack by the enemies of political 
correctness^'. In other ways the agency was ahead of the game. The Regional Arts 
Development Fund was an innovative partnership with local government to 
subsidise local cultural activity. Local government was responsible for granting 
decisions, but in order to participate in the scheme local government authorities 
had to develop a cultural policy. The program was later replicated by the federal 
government nation-wide (D. Stevenson, Art and Organisation 115-16). 
Developed critique of Queensland policy development is mostly found 
within the cultural industry publications, but, perhaps due to propinquity, the 
ICPS's journal Culture and Policy did publish a focus issue on Queensland 
Cultural Policy in 1993. Issue editor Jennifer Craik saw its importance as capturing 
the role of reformist policy in the cultural ttansformation of Queensland, and in 
'^ This came to a head in 1995 when Arts Queensland funded the Irish-and-English-
parented writer Helen Darville after she mischievously presented herself as the Ukrainian-
background writer Helen Demidenko (Bentley, "Questions Posed on the Author's Past"). 
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documenting the "implementation of cultural policy and thee linkages between 
different sectors of the policy community" ("Introduction" 7) . 
I speak from the vantage point of an intellectual operating from within the 
bureaucracy, industry or community, rather than from within the academy (what 
Gramsci describes as the "organic intellectual"). 1 examine the cultural policy-
making processes in 2000 in which I acted as a consultant to government. These 
were undertaken without a strong sense of connection to cultural policy studies as a 
sub-discipline of cultural studies—but rather with a more immediate concem for 
the outcome of policy and the management of change in particular industry fields 
or policy objects. The projects, however, have implications for cultural policy 
studies, or at least can demand a space for consideration within a revised cultural 
policy smdies attending to policy processes . 
In particular, whole-of-government approaches to cultural policy-making 
are illuminated. This concept has arisen in the recent past and been used by 
government to organise internal govemment debate and resources. As an 
intermediary document, it provides an understanding of the way the state, through 
formalised policy processes, can, where it chooses, elaborate policy frameworks 
and outcomes. While the cultural policy paper is not a public document, portions of 
it are reproduced here. It adds to our knowledge of cultural policy studies through 
^^  Interestingly, many of the contributions were by academics not usually associated with 
cultural policy studies (Richard Fotheringham, Jonathan Dawson and Grahame Griffin) or 
by bureaucrats (John Stafford, Doug Hall, Jane O'Brien, Bob Ellis, and Margaret Smith) 
entirely outside the academy. Only Jenny Craik and Julie James Bailey can be considered 
central figures to the ICPS's emerging cultural policy studies project. 
" I refer here again to Building the Future's role as a discussion paper introducing a 
number of key concepts taken up later in 2002's Creative Queensland, the Queensland 
cultural policy statement published: the concem with creative industries; whole-of-
govemment cultural policy; and the repositioning of Arts Queensland as a service agency 
to other potential cultural funding bodies within govemment. 
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its deployment of new knowledge and new viewpoints, and more importantly 
through what it reveals of the processes of cultural policy-making. In its attempt to 
transform the govemance of culture, this document pursues similar goals to some 
of those articulated for culttiral policy studies. However, as O'Regan suggests, in 
examining the attachments of the intellectual, the knowledge produced by the 
consultant is of a profoundly different order to that produced by the unattached 
critic. Here, however, I explain the interlock between the goals of the policy 
process, the policy objecttves articulated in the document, and the policy 
development processes. The chapter also contextualises the policy documents 
against a history of Queensland cultural policy-making since 1989. 
Chapter Five provides a conclusion to this examination of the repercussions 
of the historical relations between cultural studies and literary studies and the 
consideration of a policy process focus for cultural policy studies. First, literature 
is restored as a de-prioritised object of policy purview, and the complexities of the 
institution of literature become open to re-consideration. Second, a managerial 
form of cultural policy studies is presented and critiqued. Cultural policy discourse 
and activity are revealed as, in part at least, the products of the governmental 
domain of its production. The chapter underlines that Australian cultural policy 
activity, crittque, and discourse are the products of their histories inside and 
outside the university, inside and outside government, and inside and outside its 
invested institutions. 
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2 The Eliding of Literature Policy 
This chapter examines more fully the representation of literary policy within 
Australian cultural policy studies and its adjacent disciplines. Accounts of 
Australian literary policy have narrowed in on the operations of the Literature 
Board of the Australia Council, often to the exclusion of the other state 
interventions in print culture activity. Cultural studies' hostility to literature 
reaches its apogee in Tony Bennett's gesture to move "outside literature", where he 
advocates, within cultural studies, a move away from a concern with signification, 
and its provision of resistive or oppositional readings of texts, towards a 
consideration of policy action. Here, I emphasise how such an account of literary 
processes, particularly the govemance of the literary sphere by government and 
print culture institutions alike, is yet to be furnished by the academy or by the 
media. 
Any inspection of the scale of engagement by Australian governments with 
literary culture "^* reveals a surprisingly large, if ad hoc, system of regulation. An 
audit quickly uncovers the Literature Board of the Australia Council, state 
government arts funding regimes, government-funded literary prizes, the public 
lending right and education lending right schemes, the rump of the Book Industry 
Assistance Package initiafives, an annual library expenditure of more than $700 
^^ Here 1 take literature policy to mean print culture policy in its broadest sense including a 
concern with publishing and reading. 
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million across the three levels of government (Australia. Australian Bureau of 
Statistics, Cultural Funding in Australia), and legislative frameworks relating to 
defamation, obscenity and copyright. Government acts to support Australian and 
regional literattires, maintain a sphere of literary debate, protect the local book 
industry, project Australian cultural identity at home and overseas, and utilise the 
book in projects of civic educatton. Given this level of intervention literature must 
be viewed as a mixed domain of market, government, and cultural forces. 
In part, new policy development has been a response to market 
ttansformations of the literary sector particularly the publishing industry. The 
digittsation of stages in the publishing value-chain (including authoring, pre-print 
typeset and layout, e-tailing and e-books) has fundamentally changed book 
productton processes if not the final object produced. Likewise, the structures of 
publishing houses have changed with the conglomeration of publishing and media 
ownership and with the emergence of new globalised book markets. Within the 
overseas-owned trade publishing houses, sales and marketing staff seem to have 
greater decision-making power. And, despite globalisation, there are indications of 
greater local control of publishing lists. Govemment has reacted to some of these 
developments with new programs such as the (now defunct) Publish Australia 
initiative, and the international Visiting International Publishers (VIP) program of 
the Australia Council—both intended to support export development. In the case of 
e-books and e-tailing, government has tried to pre-empt industry development. The 
book is the object of a range of policy acfions (publishing subsidies, library stock 
levels and so on) and, in other instances, an instrument of other policy goals (such 
as the employment of textbook subsidies within educational policy frameworks). 
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Yet, despite the extent of these interventions, the policy mechanisms, in 
their operafion and in their concepmalisation, generally remain below the Plimsoll 
line of media, policy and scholarly discourse. On one count, the opacity of the 
relations between government and literature or publishing seems fair enough. For 
good reason, the literary media and salon are more concemed, day-to-day, with, for 
instance, causes celebres like that of Norma Khouri^^ than with concentrated 
accounts of culmral policy. Instead, it is usually only moments of transformafion or 
contest that make the relations of literature and government visible, and bring them 
into the public mind. Conflict or controversy make the extensive system of 
intervention, and the procedural framing of literature and publishing, seem 
contingent or worthy of media comment. This is evident in past decade in the 
public and media interest in the goods and services tax on books, the reformation 
of the Australia Council in the mid-1990s, and the confinued spatting over 
individual funding decisions of the Literature Board. 
Likewise, within the academy, "older" styles of literary studies have 
focused on canonised authors and texts—or at least the politics of canonisation— 
rather than on the mechanism and politics of textual production. This reflects (and 
partially produces) the marginality of publishing and the institution of literature 
within the range of academic disciplines with a putative interest in the field. 
Literary and publishing policy issues have been even less visible than broader 
literary insfitutional ones. Even among those few scholars taking an insfitutional 
approach to literature and publishing, policy questions have 
^^  Khouri seemingly faked her identity and personal history in order to valorise Forbidden 
Love, her "memoir" of an "honour killing" in Jordan. 
m 
taken a back seat. Literary sttidies, media studies, cultural studies, cultural policy 
sttidies and the history-of-the-book approach to publishing sttidies have had little to 
say about print culture policy, or have come at it from narrow perspectives. 
These historical absences have created the space for a renewed interest in 
print culture. This is reflected in different ways: the number of research students 
recently entering the field, the establishment of the Publishing Research List email 
group^^, the establishment of a print cultures research concentration at the 
Australian Studies' Centre at the University of Queensland, and recent publication 
of, or planning for, a number of publishing-related titles^''. These developments 
indicate more than sub-disciplinary renewal: the revival of publishing as an object 
of consideration. Rather, they indicate the emergence of a new set of questions to 
ask about the institution of publishing and the opportunity to utilise new tools and 
stances of inquiry that we have inherited out of media studies and cultural policy 
studies. 
The Publishing Research List has maintained a bibliography of current and completed 
research higher degree theses in the areas of publishing studies and publishing history 
studies. As the site explains, the "bibliography itemises 70 Australian-originated higher 
degree theses, together with 18 higher degree research projects that are currently in-
progress in Australia" (see http://groups.vahoo.com/group/Pu-R-L/files/). The most 
germane here are Anne Galligan's "The Textual Condition" with its particular focus on the 
National Library of Australia as an organiser of the Australian "literary estate", and Kath 
McLean's "Public culture, private commerce: Australian federal government intervention 
in book production and distribution" which looks at the development of specific federal 
govemment interventions in the publishing sector. 
Perhaps the most substantial of these have been the ten books published by Common 
Ground publishing as part of the C-2-C (Creator to Consumer) series funded out of the 
Book Production Enhanced Printing Industry Competitiveness Scheme (EPICS) grants. 
These books are technicist in focus, capturing the otherwise largely invisible 
transformations in digital printing and distribution processes. There are also forthcoming 
volumes in the Australian History of the Book project edited by Robyn Sheahan-Bright 
and Craig Munro, and a general study of contemporary Australian publishing edited by 
David Carter and Anne Galligan. Both these books are scheduled to be published by UQP 
in 2006. 
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In this chapter, I take up the question of how the orientation of media and 
scholarly accounts of print culture and its attendant policy frameworks have left a 
space for a revised culttiral policy studies which might aim to provide a more 
critical account of the operation of contemporary publishing and print culmre— 
capturing the factors which organise its overall performance and function—rather 
than being predominantly concerned with the "author" and "text" as the master 
agents in the literary system. There is no intenfion here to reverse the hierarchy of 
accounts of the literary sphere which place the author at the top of the pile and 
position government as a dull peripheral player. This account does, however, take 
to heart Stuart Cunningham's observation in Framing Culture that "the Prices 
Surveillance Authority's 1989 report on book publishing in Australia didn't make 
it to your local bookstore or to the review section of your weekend paper, yet it 
may have more impact than a dozen best selling novels" (1). It follows from this 
observation that there is a place for an elaboration of the nuanced (and sometimes 
muddled) actions of government in relation to the creation, maintenance and 
regulation of print culture. In this chapter's central observation that print culture 
policy is largely unobserved—except for a concern for the operattons of the 
Literattire Board of the Austtalia Council and a set of parallel, but disconnected, 
conversations about publishing policy—we have much of the explanation for the 
ad hoc and unco-ordinated nattire of the government's regulatory program for 
literattire. This is offered to augment "the great-man, great-book view of literary 
history" (Damton 152-53). It also provides a partial agenda for a revised culttiral 
policy studies wherein the absence of accounts of print culttire policy is addressed. 
This chapter proceeds through three stages. It begins by providing an 
account of key theories of the relations between literattire and the state. My starting 
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point for this is Jurgen Habermas. While obviously there is an ancient history to 
the relationship between literature and the state, Habermas is the first to theorise a 
break between the state and a public sphere of letters (or ideas) that arose as a 
feature of early capitalism. Then in Griffin, Keen, and others, we find divergent 
accounts. The second stage of the chapter documents the shape of media discourse 
relating to print culture policy—arguing that the discourse centres around a narrow 
concern for the Literature Board and literary funding controversies, and that rarely 
is print culmre policy treated with any sophistication in the public sphere. The third 
stage examines the parallel eliding of print culture policy concern by the 
disciplines of Australian literary studies, cultural studies and, most 
problematically, Australian cultural policy studies. 
Historical accounts of literature and the state 
A beginning point for contemporary debate about the relations of government and 
literature is Jiirgen Habermas's Strukturwandel der Offentlichkeit (published in 
English language translation as the Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere 
in 1989). Habermas crifiques the collapse of the bourgeois public sphere following 
the rise of advanced capitalism and the welfare state in the second half of the 
nineteenth century (into "re feudal ism"), and the further decay of the public sphere 
by the mid-twentieth century (with the rise of mass media) into a staged and 
manipulative publicity mechanism. Appropriate to his Frankfurt School roots, 
Habermas is concerned to elucidate the historical conditions and processes by 
which the bourgeois public sphere emerged in the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries. His account provides a historical, political, and sociological analysis of 
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the rise of this new social space in concert with the renegotiation of power between 
the emerging bourgeois and the declining absolutist state. Habermas argues that the 
public sphere manifested itself first as a literary sphere centred on the coffee-
house—the forerunner of contemporary gentlemen's clubs—which acted as a 
forum for literary, commercial and ultimately political exchange in seventeenth-
cenmry Britain. Despite initial concern by the Crown about political intercession, 
the confluence of the state's interests and the economic interests of the new 
bourgeoisie ensured the survival of the coffee-house. The coffee-house declined 
after the 1830s as its services were superseded by new mechanisms for public 
discourse, including the rise of the newspaper press, that the coffee-houses helped 
nurture (Hargreaves 223). 
Habermas identifies the public sphere in the world of letters as an important 
intermediate step in the development of the wider political public sphere 
(Habermas 51-65). This history is of paradoxical value. Habermas's is not the first 
account of the public sphere or the first use of the term. His work follows that of 
Hannah Arendt. It has, however, become the most pervasive model. As Smart 
Curmingham and John Sinclair note, Habermas's notion of the public sphere is 
central to the media studies and cultural studies project (177). Its ubiquity and 
utility have, however, also made Habermas's model the most widely critiqued. The 
major criticism is his perceived idealisation of the performance of the emergent 
bourgeois public sphere as an effective field—existing between the state and civil 
society—for the negotiation of values and ideas. It is likely that the public sphere 
never existed in the way conceived by Habermas. As Peter Dahlgren puts it: 
The ideal of the bourgeois public sphere, with its salons and literary 
pamphlets, is retained as a model, a vision, at the same time that its 
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historical manifestation is found lacking and needs to be 
transcended. Thus his devastating critique is coloured by a quality 
of romanticism verging on nostalgia. He seemingly clings to an 
ideal whose historical concreteness he has penetratingly found to 
be an ideological distortion. (5) 
Dahlgren further observes that central to the shortcomings of apprehending the 
bourgeois public sphere as a positive model—rather than seeing its value as a 
normative "analytic category"—is the way in which the doctrine of liberalism both 
enabled the rise of modem democracy (with its momentum towards broad political 
franchise) and conversely contributed to the co-existent social inequalities 
generated by umegulated market relations (5). The ongoing value of Habermas's 
account of the early public sphere—the public sphere in the world of letters—is 
that it remains an ideal fundamental to democracy. The notion of the public sphere 
helps us to order our analysis of democratic participation against normative notions 
of access, participation and freedom to speak umestrained by the state, market or 
church. 
The relations of the state and the public sphere are important to my argument here. 
Habermas provides an account of the "refeudalisation"—or the mutual infiltration 
by the state—of the public and private spheres in the late nineteenth century, 
following the need to regulate the tendency of industrial capitalism to move 
towards monopoly. These monopoly forces commercialised the press, displacing 
more disinterested literary forms of representation with the private interests of the 
media proprietor (N. Stevenson 50). The bourgeois public sphere disintegrated into 
a (sometimes) coercive media sphere. To retard this tendency, the state acted to 
preserve public discourse and the critique of state authority. Habermas calls this 
the "societalisation of the state" and the "stateificafion of society". He argues that 
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it was concurrent with the rise of the modem welfare state as a response to the 
excesses of classical capitalism (which failed to protect or provide for the 
emerging civitas). Bennett, Emmison and Frow have pointed out the 
correspondence between this account and Foucault's account of the 
governmentalisation of the state, with the state assuming from the private sphere 
responsibility for the management of the poor and the mobilisation of culture as a 
process of cultural conttol and moral improvement (227) . 
Cmcial here is the type of public sphere govemment is seeking to guarantee 
by its renewed intervention. Citing Franz Newman, Habermas claims that the state 
"had always been as strong as the interests of the bourgeois required it to be" 
(144). That is, the state was a reactive regulator of capitalism, but where there was 
no threat to the public sphere—from the "nexus of coercive constraints"—the state 
would choose not to act. The emerging welfare state in the last quarter of the 
nineteenth century can be viewed as having been enacted as an extension of the 
state into the social sphere, as political institutions became the central site for the 
exercise of political agency by those disenfranchised by the oligopolistic 
tendencies of the market. This activism by government, or "refeudalisation", 
^^  Yet, at the same time, the notion of the public sphere has been of limited use in 
organising cultural policy analysis in the Australian context, where there has been a 
Foucauldian-style concem for the governmental effects of culture on the civitas. This 
contrasts to the use of the public sphere as an idea to organise policy concem for the 
creation or maintenance of a sphere of ideas and exchange. This might be said to describe 
a difference between the focus of (Foucaldian) Australian cultural policy studies and the 
approach to the institution of literature within an Australian literary studies infiected with 
the interests of contemporary cultural studies—which might be said to be more 
Habermasian. See below for an explication of Graeme Turner's analysis of literature and 
the public sphere. Of course, I hesitate to push these delineations too far, but I believe they 
de-mark a blurred line between Australian cultural policy studies and Australian cultural 
studies. 
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included state involvement in the public sphere, where previously, at least 
notionally, this sphere had been unimpeded by the acfions of the state. 
Habermas's account of the late nineteenth-century structural transformation 
of the political public sphere does not concem itself specifically with the 
"stateificafion" of the public sphere of letters. While this literary sphere is 
Habermas's forerunner to the wider public sphere in the political realm— 
fumishing it with "instimtions of the public and with forums for discussion" (51)— 
its value to Habermas is only that. His account follows the transformation of the 
public sphere of letters into the public sphere in the political realm, but abandons a 
concern with the world of letters by the nineteenth century when the public sphere 
in the political realm has expanded well beyond its original formation as a literary 
space. Unfortunately, Habermas's interest in tracking the public sphere in its wider 
sense means that he does not linger over the function and development of the 
remnant part of the literary sphere. In this account of contemporary Australian 
literature policy debate, however, it is important to examine Habermas's view of 
the relationship between the state and the public sphere in the world of letters. 
Habermas's early literary sphere had two attachments or boundaries. It 
existed as a private part of the public sphere, with the conjugal or private family 
space on one side, and the "public" spheres of the state and court on the other. The 
intimate sphere of the conjugal (or private) family gave rise to a new subjectivity 
and interiority that later was operative (or performed) in the authentic public 
sphere, including the commodification of interiority in the form of the novel (49). 
The boundary between the state and the public sphere of letters was also porous. 
For Habermas, the public sphere of letters was not "autochthonously bourgeois; it 
preserved a certain continuity with the publicity involved in the representation 
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enacted at the prince's court" (29-30). At basic issue in Habermas's account is the 
extent of the separation of, or attachment between, the sphere of letters and the 
state. He argues that the public sphere of letters separated itself "naturally", 
becoming over time the "town": a counterpoise to the state. The divide between the 
sphere of letters and the state became a boundary. This boundary ensured the 
effectiveness of the public sphere as a "cultural-political contrast to the court" (30). 
Within the wider public sphere there was a series of more porous divisions 
between i) the public sphere in the political realm, ii) the public sphere of letters, 
and iii) the "town", or the market of culture. 
There are significant counter-arguments to Habermas, the principal being that the 
boundary between the state and the sphere of letters was never sealed; and that the 
state remained an active agent within the realm of letters. Dusfin Griffin in Literary 
Patronage in England 1650-1800 describes the ways in which in Britain the 
growing commodification of literature (Habermas's "town") remained linked to a 
pervasive complex of pattonage. Griffin details the historical forces that acted to 
maintain these links. The "consolidation of a central governmental apparatus in the 
1690s" (6), including "state support of (...) writers" (6), was accompanied by a 
"well-developed system in which poMcal patrons controlled the electoral process" 
(6), which included the sponsorship of literary figures such as "Young, Addison 
and Jenyns" (7), alongside a "powerftil system of church pattonage" (7). The 
related processes of the "commercialisation of culttire" (9) and the rise of the 
country gentleman and his "ideology of the independent citizen-soldier-
landowner" (6) acted as a counterforce to the state, resulting in the "intticate 
interweaving of literary, church and state pattonage" (7). 
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Griffin's nine proposifions about patronage can be condensed. The 
patronage system was a political and economic complex "inherited from the 
Renaissance operated in such a way to sustain the cultural authority of the peers 
and country gentlemen who constttuted the patron class" (10). Its economic 
arrangements ensured benefits to both parties, but were not without contest and 
manipulation by the writers who worked within them. This contest can be observed 
in literary works and papers, including acknowledgements of debt or benefit, or 
claims of independence, and in the unstable power relations evident within the co-
incident and entwined literary market place. There was no golden age of patronage 
in which the best writers were assured pensions, nor was there a speedy demise of 
the system following the rise of the literary marketplace. Rather, despite the fact 
that during the period 1650-1800 there was a shift from the peer patronage to 
church patronage or civil lists, the system of patronage remained similar in nature. 
Patronage involved small grants; was project related and did not demand exclusive 
employment; and provided supplementary rather than primary income (10) . 
^' David Saunders in Authorship and Copyright, an account of the joint development of 
copyright law and the aesthetic authorial persona, also diverges from Habermas. Like 
Griffin and like Keen, Saunders is concemed with positivist, historical description rather 
than with positing an analytical category against which later developments can be 
deduced. He announces his departure from the cult of author as the principal agency of 
literary production, and concerns himself with the broader conditions of production, which 
he sees as having been omitted from material accounts of authorship. Saunders sees the 
ideology of subjective authorship as contingent upon the rise of print technology, and upon 
(in part) the historical positivities of the laws (namely copyright and obscenity law) that 
arose to regulate the new markets for books. Although an important development in 
copyright regulation, the 1710 Statute of Anne was deregulatory in intent. It allowed the 
awarding of copyright to an individual, thus breaking the monopoly of the Stationer's 
Company on the publication of books in England (10). This is a much earlier intervention 
by the state to contain monopoly forces in the public sphere than Habermas suggests as 
only common from 1870. Saunders argues that the motive was not the protection of the 
social sphere of ideas but the protection of the emergent cultural commodity markets (what 
Habermas describes as the "town"). Saunders analysis does, however, seem to suggest a 
process of commodification of subjectivity, whereby individual subjectivity moved from 
the intimate sphere of the family into the public sphere of letters and, simultaneously—by 
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Important to note here, is the entry of the state to regulate the cultural economy 
within the public sphere and to regulate the flow of ideas within the public sphere. 
It makes clear that the operations of the state in the contemporary Australian 
cultural economy and within the field of ideas represented by—and operating as— 
the sphere of contemporary Australian literature are not new or unique. Instead, the 
relationships between the state and letters, and between the state and the means of 
trade in those letters are long-standing ones. It is difficult then to make a case for 
becoming tradeable intellectual property both in its book and copyright form—into the 
"town", or the domain of cultural commodity. This makes plain that the slippage between 
the town and the political public sphere and the literary public sphere—made endemic by 
the commodification of information and knowledge in what Manuel Castells calls the 
"network economy"—was an early not a late phenomenon. 
In 1727 the first conviction (Rex vs. Curll) for obscene publication (obscene libel) 
was obtained. Edward Curll was sentenced for the publication of Venus in the Cloister, or 
the Nun in her Smock, by the common law courts in 1727. The Crown argued that book 
publication made the libel a public act against all the King's subjects. As Saunders notes, 
what pushed Curll's action across the threshold from sin—which would have been dealt 
with by the ecclesiastical courts—to crime was the judges' sense of the unprecedented 
scope of moral dissemination conferred by a new communications technology (Authorship 
and Copyright 12). That is, the danger was in the printed book circulating through the 
book trade network. Habermas and Saunders differ in emphasis in their ascription of the 
fcrce majeure of history. Saunders sees the rise of the technology of the book, and its 
commodification, in particular, as giving rise to the actions of the state to regulate this 
commodification and regulate the circulation of ideas within the public sphere of letters. 
Habermas sees the book and its commodification as broadly indicative of the rise of 
capital and a general shift in the relations between the state and the bourgeois public 
sphere. Nick Stevenson summarises Habermas's view in such a way as to reveal the 
Frankfurt School roots of Habermas's position: literature is a refuge for communicative 
questioning which has "had to be accommodated to a mass leisure culture... (with) a 
specifically ideological function" (50). This mass culture depoliticises subjects and 
"bypasses the public sphere where claims related to rightness could be discussed" (50). 
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an historically "pure" literary sphere—in either a positive or normative sense— 
which would operate or be structured without the intervention of the state. To the 
conttary, one must instead ask how the very relations between literature and the 
state operate, whom or what these relations serve, and how these relations have 
been represented. 
Marxist literary criticism elucidates a different set of interests for the state 
in relation to literature, beginning with a greater concern for the action of the 
literary on the citizen. Terry Eagleton in Marxism and Literary Criticism laid out 
the circular construction of literature as both a product of economic forces and 
interests, and a contributor to the ideological apparatus that maintains those 
economic interests (16-19). Literature has a particular ideological function within 
the superstructure—that component of social relations which maintains the 
economic and power structures of the base through the institutions of politics, 
religion, education, law and culture. But literature is not just a passive expression 
of hegemonic interests it provides a mixing space for contesting interests. 
Literature both reflects and changes social interests and forces. In this, Eagleton 
amplifies Althusser, for whom literature provided its reader with a virtual 
experience of the ideological conditions within which they existed from day to day, 
but at a critical distance that allowed an examination of those ideological 
conditions. These approaches allow consideration of the structure of society as it is 
projected into the literary text; although, Habermas might be more useful here 
because his concern is not with the literary text but with the institutional conditions 
of the circulation of literature. 
Cultural policy studies, which is less concerned with the formafion or 
maintenance of the public sphere than with the formation of the citizen and civitas. 
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has tended to leave Habermas at the periphery. As in the work of Ian Hunter, who 
privileges the institutional leverage of the bureaucratic agent over the political 
utility of the author in the public sphere, cultural policy studies has concentrated on 
the actions of the state in policing culture rather than the state's actions in creating 
or defending protecting an autonomous public sphere. 
Literature policy and the media 
Within the contemporary public sphere we can identify various competing media 
discourses that help organise the institution of literamre and literary policy. 
Austtalian literamre is often represented in the media (particularly the literary 
media) not as a scholarly invention of a set of canonised texts, nor even a set of 
texts seeking to dislodge these "sticky" hierarchies, but as a set of practitioners, a 
form of industtial production, a location for the action of many stakeholders, 
including producers, gatekeepers and readers, or a form of social and national 
interrogation. The extent of public discussion of literature conducted in various 
registers of the media probably far outweighs the work done in the academy and 
has a significant, and perhaps a more significant, role in the organisafion of 
Australian literature—or in the way the institution of Australian literattire tends to 
be improvised around a set of established practices. 
Despite the significance of the literary media there are few comprehensive 
accounts of it on which to draw. Some academic work has been done on the early 
Australian literary media, such as Pat Buckridge's "Nationality and Australian 
Literattire", which accounts for the role of the literary pages of the Bulletin 
magazine in the nation-building project of the 1890s, likewise, David Carter and 
Kay Ferres's The Public Life of Literature, and Richard Nile's The Making of the 
Australian Literary Imagination, on the intersection of literature, nationalism and 
the media. There have been several commentaries on Em Malley and the nexus 
between the literary sphere and little magazines, including Brian Matthews's essay 
"Literature and Conflict", Michael Hey ward's The Em Malley Affair, and passing 
comment by Judith Brett and Veronica Brady in 77?^  Penguin New Literary History 
of Australia, but generally historical accounts of the literary media are thin on the 
ground, and the contemporary literary media (except for some commentary by 
Bmce Bennett in The Oxford Literary History of Australia) harely observed. 
It is the literary media itself—comprised of academics, writers, specialist 
journalists as well as generalist joumalists—which has had the greatest concem 
with its own structure. Perhaps the most significant account of the literary media of 
the 1990s was Mark Davis's Gangland, particularly his attack on Peter Craven for 
his favouritism of various writers from within his own circle, including Helen 
Garner and Elizabeth JoUey (123). For Davis, Craven is guilty of allowing some 
voices to speak, but acting to exclude others. Craven is culpable because of his 
failure to acknowledge his enthusiasms and his choice to treat them as above 
question. This account of the gate-keeping role of the literary media follows in 
some ways from John Docker's Australian Cultural Elites and his In a Critical 
Condition. Elsewhere, it has been specific policy questions, or literary incidents 
such as the Demidenko affair (like the Ern Malley hoax fifty years previous), or the 
funding for the Australian's Review of Books in the mid-1990s, that has given rise 
to questions about who gets to speak in the Australian literary media and who that 
media serves. 
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The discourses about literature (and literary policy) outside the academy are 
not sealed off from those within it. Despite the sense that academic discourses have 
specialised audiences, a number of academics are active in the wider media sphere 
of ideas as writers, commentators and crittcs. Likewise a number of non-academic 
writers, commentators and critics contribute to Australian literary studies, or, in the 
case of Mark Davis's Gangland, to a set of discussions with which literary studies 
might legittmately be concemed. This porosity makes it false to draw a line 
between those discussions about literature that happen within the public sphere of 
ideas and those that happen within institutionalised academic discourse. It is best to 
see the media and academic spheres as interpenetrating or overlapping, but not 
symmetrically so. 
It is important to note the literary media's concern with a category called 
Australian literature, and its health. As in O'Regan's category of "Australian 
cinema", which operates as a collectton of films, a set of production strategies, and 
a critical category (Australian National Cinema 1), Australian literature is often 
represented in the media as a body of work, a set of practitioners, and a form of 
social and national interrogation. Through such reification, media representations 
often transform Australian literature from an abstraction into a solid body with 
essential qualities whose interests must be protected for its own and our wider 
good. 
That said—despite a concern in the media with writers' grants, book import 
regulafion, publishing subsidies, copyright reform, "little" magazines, the impact 
of the Goods and Services Tax on books, and public lending rights—there has been 
little overarching debate about the state of literary culture in Australia that 
considers the broad question of its relations with government. While quesfions of 
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economic development, cultural nationalism, aesthetics, polifics of discourse, and 
social development have been generated in relation to government literature policy, 
they have rarely been condensed into a unified concern. Different media have 
focused on different policy issues—or at least on issues which can be perceived to 
be unconnected. Debate about grants for individual writers has not happened 
alongside public lending rights debates, or debate about the statutory holdings of 
Australian materials in our collecting libraries. Instead, there has been somewhat 
disconnected policy debate, reflecfing the existence of not wholly-overlapping 
communities of interest around particular issues. Likewise, there has been a 
disconnect between media focus and industry and scholarly debate. For example, 
while in the 1980s and 1990s there was considerable scholarly and writing-industry 
discussion on the relations between literature and libraries, there was little mass 
media concern with libraries. By contrast, while there was strong mass media 
interest in the operations of the Literature Board, scholarly accounts of the cultural 
policy moment of the mid-1990s had little concern for literature funding. 
The print news media has tended to focus on the writers' grant schemes, 
particularly those offered by the Literature Board of the Australia Council, although 
there is also some interest in state government literary funding decisions. For 
example, in December 2000 journalist Brett Debritz in Brisbane's Sunday Mail 
reported the granting of $25,000 to novelist Venero Armanno by Arts Queensland 
towards the writing of a novel for young adults. Armanno was criticised for his 
receipt of $155,000 in funding from the Queensland Government and the Literature 
Board over the previous eight years. The paper contrasted Armanno's good fortune 
to the struggles of Toowoomba plumber Dan Nunn. Nunn stated that his job was 
not at all like Armanno's: His was "dirty and [...] hard work" (05). The critical 
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inference provoked a considerable response from Queensland's literary community, 
which the following weekend the editorial in the Sunday Mail characterised as a 
"flurry of elitist outrage, most of it misguided and little of it constructive ... the 
response of those involved in the arts—and their friends—ranged from the precious 
to the rabid" ("Open Book"97). 
Attacks on literary' grant schemes as elitist—and for serving a self-selecfing 
coterie—have a considerable history. Thomas Shapcott's The Literature Board: A 
Brief History—the most substantial account of the operations of the Literature 
Board over the period 1973-86; although, Mark O'Connor has dismissed it as 
"Tom's Book of Lists" (6)—provides evidence of early attacks on literary funding 
from both outside and inside the literary community. Publisher Peter Ryan attacked 
funding as unnecessary because "those works of distinctton and even competence 
which appeared under the Board's aegis... would have been written anyhow" (qtd. 
in Shapcott 40). Poet Max Harris attacked the Literature Board because "the State 
has no business to be in the business of writing; or painting; or composing" (qtd in 
Shapcott 40). Elsewhere Harris equates literature funding schemes with the goings-
on in Moscow, East Berlin and Renaissance Italy, and crittcises writers accepfing 
ftinding for something that should be economically and spiritually self-sustaining 
(qtd. in Shapcott 40). 
Criticism of the Australia Council was weaker in the 1990s than in the 
1980s, with the exception of a sustained and organised attack on the Literature 
Board and the Australia Council (more broadly) in the early 1990s by poets Les 
Murray and Mark O'Connor. The attacks followed several rejecfions by the 
Literature Board of O'Connor's applications for funding over the previous decade 
and the rejection of an application from Murray despite him securing more than 
75 
$500,000 in support over the previous 20 years (Evans). Most of O'Connor and 
Murray's criticisms turned on quesfions of process, such as assessment by literary 
cliques rather than peers, inadequate record-keeping of assessment, and extreme 
time limitations in decision-making. But there was also general hostility towards 
the Literature Board, including accusations of deviousness, defensiveness, 
"impropriety and patches of corruptton" (Stevens, "Letter to David Kelly" 1). 
These attacks were made over a number of years concentrated in the period 1992-
94. Murray and O'Connor went to the effort of establishing the Australia Council 
Reform Association (ACRA), which corresponded with other artists, made public 
statements, and issues media releases on the performance and processes of the 
Australia Council. By 1994 the criticisms had extended to the view that the 
Australia Council had "shifted away from being about the arts in Australia" but 
instead was "there to fund the clients of the left-wing of the Australian Labor 
Party... to fund political correctness and to punish deviation" (Murray qtd. in 
Armitage 3). 
These accusations gained significant but divided media responses. The 
Literature Board through its members and officers staged numerous public 
defences. Chair Marion Halligan claimed ACRA had its facts wrong (Corby 3). 
Stevens's "Letter to David Kelly" suggested "determined ignorance" (1) on 
ACRA's part. The external media, ostensibly less invested, was divided but 
maintained strong views. In 1993 P.P. McGuinness, in "Scroungers Who Claim to 
Be Artists", weighed in, seeing Murray's claims as support for his own view that 
Australian writers, actors, book publishers and book sellers were a "shabby lof 
and self-serving in their opposition to a goods and services tax on books (13). A 
year on, a Sydney Morning Herald editorial countered that "Les Murray's criticism 
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of the Australia Council is wrong on virtually every ground" ("Les Murray's Poetic 
Licence" 32). Poet and intellectual Geoff Dutton suggested Murray was 
"completely out of touch... Les is always blowing this stupid trumpet... I have the 
deepest respect for him as a poet and critic, but when he gets onto this subject he 
loses the plot altogether" (qtd. in Jinman 2). 
As Jane Sullivan observed in April 2000 in the Sunday Age (A: 12), by the close of 
the decade the debate around the structure and performance of the Literamre Board 
was largely extinguished. Sullivan slyly notes that Mark O'Connor's attacks on the 
Board have ended following his receipt of an $80,000 fellowship, but she more 
asttitely suggests that reform of the Australia Council in the mid-1990s may have 
changed the focus of media interest in arts and cultural policy and outcomes. Prior 
to the reforms of 1995 and 1996, each art-form board had its own well-developed 
policy regime, specific granting programs and a degree of autonomy from the 
parent council. The reforms of the council chairperson, publisher Hilary McPhee, 
inttoduced generic funding categories and mechanisms across the council. The 
policy responsibilities of the art-form boards were ttimmed by turning them into 
funds, with policy functions moving to the council itself 
Prior to the reforms the Literattire Board was often the focus of public 
debate about the efficacy of the overall Australia Council and the nation's culttiral 
policy. This may have followed on from the close links between the writing 
community and the print media, but the reforms (and the shift in policy focus to the 
nation-making sttategies of Creative Nation) seemed to de-centre the Literattire 
Board (later Literattire Fund) from public and arts-industry concern. Peter Craven, 
with his chauvinism for writers and literattire and support for them as privileged 
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categories, responded to Creative Nation with concem that it was "by no means 
clear that there [was] more money for writers in Keating's package" ("Writers 
Lose" 24). I have argued elsewhere that Creative Nation, the reform of Australia 
Council and the broader cultural policy moment, was a signal of the decline of 
literature as a category of aesthetic and representational production (Glover, 
"Creattve Nafion" 54-58). At the beginning of the decade, subsequent to lengthy 
statements in the Australian Author throughout the 1980s, the major political 
parties could still issue blueprints for national literature policy as Chris Puplick did 
in the Adelaide Review in January 1990 (16-17). Literature was employed at the 
centre of cultural life and cultural policy debate. By the close of the decade cultural 
policy debate was focused on different issues such as the review of the major 
performing arts companies, Australia Council cost-effectiveness, audience 
development strategies, and policy development for the knowledge economy 
following on from Creative Nation. Despite an expansion of the book industry 
throughout the 1990s, and a growing profile for Australian writing within that 
sector, literature was no longer a central or representative policy concem by the 
beginning of the new decade. 
The funding of the Australian's Review of Books (which happened 
alongside the decline in funding for literary "little" literary magazines) was 
representative of the shift in focus of the Australia Council towards audience 
development, industry partnering and cultural-industry development. The 
establishment of the Australian's Review of Books in 1996 as an anfipodean mirror 
to the Times Literary Supplement or the New York Times Book Review was 
supported by a grant for $176,000 to the newspaper. The funds, which were 
earmarked for expenditure on contributions, came from the Australia Council's 
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Audience Development Fund, following submission of an application from The 
Australian. Unfortunately for the council, the decision followed a number of years 
of acrimony over the Literature Board's ftinding policies and decisions regarding 
"little" magazines. Understandably, debate about funding was largely taken up in 
the pages and editorials of those very magazines (see Denholm, "From Michael 
Denholm" 5; Roberts, "From Bev Roberts" 6; Duwell and Hergenhan "Editorial" 
18.2, 115). Only rarely, however, as in the case of the reaction to a cut in funding 
for Meanjin, did debate break out into the wider news media. Peter Craven, in a 
newspaper article enfitled "Stabbed in the Heart Again", reported how the shift in 
policy and funding underlined "how much the Australia Council under Hilary 
McPhee, former small publisher and former board member of Meanjin, has 
appeared to be on the side of the big battalions" (34). 
There were few defenders of the grant to the Australian's Review of Books 
from within the literary community. There was some support for the larger 
readership and better payment for writers that the deal might bring, but this was 
negated by a concem for doing business with a global media company like News 
Ltd, and a concomitant fear of curtailed independence. Cassandra Pybus, who was 
in favour of partnerships with commercial media to promote Australian writing, 
baulked at the nature and scale of the support for the Australian's Review of Books. 
She had suggested Vogue, HQ and Who Weekly as possible sites for essays or short 
stories, but to her eye, there was an objectionable covert quality to the deal 
between the council and News Ltd and the level of support was way beyond what 
any other magazines had ever been able to scrounge (Pybus 3). Diana Simmonds, 
in the Bulletin, described the reaction of the literary community as a "deafening 
hush of outrage, confusion, incredulity and petrified—if understandable—self-
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interesf (89). She believed there were very strong reasons to question the 
commercial advantage handed to News Ltd by the deal, and to question the need 
for a reviews publication that promised one dollar per word for 5000- rather than 
500-word reviews. But despite these concerns, she claimed that the Australian 
writing community was hushed into silence by the prospect of future employment. 
P.P. McGuinness writing an obituary in the Sydney Morning Herald for the 
Australian's Review of Books five years after its genesis, praised Murdoch for the 
experiment ("RIP") 16). He estimated that Murdoch had put $1 million per year 
into the publication, dwarfing the Australia Council's total contribution of 
$176,000. McGuinness feh that the size of the market and a lack of intellectual, as 
distinct from financial investment, sunk the publication. In a customary swipe at 
the "intellectual-literary-artistic scene in Australia", he attacked it for its 
domination by "politics and partisan hatreds, as well as its irrational obsessions 
with figures like Murdoch". For McGuinness, the Australian's Review of Books 
only served to "recycle the usual suspects of the Australian literary world, 
paying... [them] a bit more than they could usually command, but not demanding 
from them a corresponding improvement in the concentration and quality of their 
work". McGuinness lashed them for their "stultifying conformism", but defended 
his own iconoclasm noting that those standing aside from such conformism are 
"condemned and vilified" and finally "boycotted" ("RIP" 16). 
The interest in the debate about the funding for the Australian's Review of 
Books and for "little" magazines lies partly in quesfions about who controls the 
public discourse about Australian literature. The "little" magazines, dominated as 
they are by academics and freelance writers, can play an important role—but only 
with the support of funding bodies. Calls for addifional funds towards the "little" 
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magazines came at time when the most likely funding bodies had moved the other 
way—not sealing off the sphere of letters from commercial and market forces, but 
instead seeking to make partnerships within the commercial cultural sector and to 
generate greater audiences (readership) for ftinded products and services (O'Regan, 
Cultural Policy: Rejuvenate or Wither). The community of writers and edhors 
gathered around the little magazines resisted the equation of the market (or market-
derived media enterprises) with a libertarian sphere of ideas. Instead, the existence 
of the market and capital here equated with a circumscription of the free circulatton 
of ideas. 
For McGuinness, and other critics on the right, the converse is maintained. 
Here, it is the will and propensity of the "intellectual-literary-artistic" elites to 
generate conformist and foreshortened debate within their media outlets, such as 
the little magazines, that circumscribes the fiow of ideas. It is a critical question for 
our notion of the public sphere whether market freedom also equates to intellectual 
freedom. A simple notion of freedom needs to be put aside for a more complex 
question about which interests are free to speak when there is no government 
intervention in the market. How does the mix of voices differ under a market-
sponsored sphere of letters from that which is promoted within a government-
sponsored sphere of letters? 
More complex still is the way different interactions between the market and 
government shape the public sphere of letters. Who gets to speak and who is 
denied when government funds are applied to different discourse instmments? 
What is different in the mix of voices promoted through funding the Australian's 
Review of Books as against ftinding the Australian Book Review—and how might 
they speak differently in these different publications? 
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In the 1990s debate about the ftinding and regulation of the publishing industry 
continued to be taken up in specialist media around a number of questions: 
overseas-ovmership and control of Australian publishing; governmental and 
regulatory responses; protection of the Australian book trade from overseas 
markets through territorial rights provisions and parallel import regulations; book 
bounty provisions; and the effect of the Goods and Services Tax. There was, 
however, a changed visibility and emphasis to these debates. In the 1970s and 
1980s foreign ownership of the local book industry was a common issue within the 
literary media, the Australian Bookseller and Publisher magazine, Australian 
Author magazine and the mainstream media. This was not the case in the 1990s, 
where ownership of the Australian publishing industry—while often contended— 
receded from being a dominant concern. If anything, in the 1990s the focus of the 
foreign ownership debates within the cultural industries turned instead to the music 
industry and compact disk imports. This decline in media interest in the ownership 
of Australian publishing happened despite the industry remaining significantly 
overseas-owned throughout the 1990s. There seem to be two reasons for this. 
First, is the decline in the centrality of literature to cultural nation building, 
and its replacement by the music and film industries in these tasks (Turner, "Film, 
Television and Literattire"). Second, it may be that the success and prominence of 
Australian-authored books disarmed nationalist critique about publishing 
ownership. In 1948 sales of Australian books comprised 15% of the market 
(Curtain 110). By 1987 they comprised 50% of all sales (113) and by 1999/2000 
they comprised 61% ("On the Up" 1). This was a dramatic change over the 
preceding 50 years, which accelerated after 1975. The penetration of Australian-
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authored books in domestic markets was not uniform across all categories. Many 
Australian-authored books, however, were still published by the major foreign-
owned houses which dominate the sector. The definition of an Australian book 
under Australian Bureau of Statistics figures is based on where the book is 
published, and does not account for ownership of the means of production or 
sources of capital in the publication of the book. 
It seems that in the policy debates of the 1990s the balance of interest 
shifted from questions about the level of foreign ownership of the Australian 
publishing industry—which had been the prevalent debate of the 1970s and 
1980s—to questions about the level of protection (provided by territorial copyright 
regimes) for Australian-authored books from cheaper imported books. The cultural 
nationalism questions remained, but the focus shifted from the institution of 
publishing to the interests of the consumer. Consumer interest was of two 
counterpoised types: i) concern to ensure access to Australian-authored books, 
which was regulated by territorial copyright provisions and some supply support 
for the Australian publisher; and ii) a broader concern of price-mediated access to 
books, again regulated by territorial copyright provisions, but most marked at the 
close of the decade in the debate on the effects of the Goods and Services Tax on 
books. In assessing these concerns it is not evident that the processes of 
globalisation and media conglomeration underway since the 1970s—which have 
transformed the structure of Australian and international publishing—have had 
obvious detrimental effects on Australian consumer interests. Nor, for that matter, 
have the forces of conglomerafion obviously harmed the interests of Australian 
authors or Australian literature. 
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There remains, however, within the Iherary and policy media divergent views 
about publishing subsidies for overseas-owned and Australian-owned publishing 
houses. The Australia Council in their magazine Artforce crept around the issue, 
publishing a survey of posifive responses to the Board's publishing program from 
publishers in receipt of those funds ("Book Publishing Subsidies" 6). In the article 
Michael Heyward from Text Publishing, Bryony Cosgrove from Penguin, Chris 
Newman from Fremantle Arts Centre Press and Bruce Sims from Magabala 
Books—each a very different type of publisher—spoke in support of the scheme. 
For Heyward the publishing schemes allowed risk-taking; for Cosgrove subsidy 
was integral to the transformation of local publishing since Whitlam; for Sims it 
allowed innovation; and for Newman it ensured competitiveness. None of the 
occasional critics of the Literature Board's preparedness to fund overseas-owned 
publishers—such as Craig Mumo from University of Queensland Press (UQP), 
which receives significant funding under the program, or Robert Kenny, who 
attacked the Board in the 1980s for editorial control (322-23)—were interviewed 
for the article. Likewise, no uniform posifion or corresponding advocacy has 
emerged from the Australian Publishers Association (APA; formerly Australian 
Book Publishers Association or ABPA)—which represents both local and overseas 
camps—on the issue. 
There has not, however, been the same silence from the APA, from the 
Australian Society of Authors (ASA) and from the Australian Booksellers 
Associatton (ABA) on the issue of a Goods and Services Tax on books, or in 
relation to parallel import regulations. The ABA, APA and ASA have been of the 
same clarion voice in opposition to the GST. This debate has been concentrated in 
industry outlets, such as the Australian Author, Australian Bookseller and 
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Publisher, and the Weekly Book Newsletter, but also broke out into mainstteam 
media. The literary media coverage of the antt-GST campaign tumed on technical 
economic questions of the price elasticity of demand for Austtalian books—the 
effect on demand of changes in price. The APA, ABA and ASA argued that the 
increase in the cost of supply would reduce demand significantly. But these were 
complex issues difficult to treat in the mainstteam media. 
For the mainstream media the campaign against the GST was reduced to a 
campaign against a "tax on knowledge"("Keep Books Tax Free")—a tax that 
would constitute an impediment to the free flow of ideas. Morris West offered that 
"a tax on knowledge is the first step towards tyranny", while Paul Jennings 
attacked the proposed GST on the grounds that "a tax on books means attacks on 
children" (both in "Keep Books Tax Free"). As John Curtain has observed, it is 
most people's sense, in relatton to literature, that government should encourage 
rather than discourage free circulation of books (108). There are few cases for 
limiting the publication of books and it was easy for the book industry to connect 
the GST's potential effect on the cost of supply, with a consequent decline in 
demand, to a dangerous limifing of intellectual, culttiral and educational freedom. 
While not preventing the imposition of the GST on books, this last factor was a 
powerful and emotive argument in helping secure a $240 million book industry 
assistance package as compensatton, including text book subsidy, school library 
purchases, research into reading, and promotion of Australian books. 
Curiously, while the anti-GST campaign was effective in securing 
compensation for the book industry, there was no media discussion of how these 
policy initiatives connected to existing policy instmments that regulated the book 
industry and the literary sphere. The ASA, ABA and APA failed to, or did not seek 
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to, connect it to their arguments for the continued regulation of the book market 
(including the protection of the local market from American imports), and the 
Literature Board failed to connect it to their case for additional literary funding. 
This may reflect the diversity of views within the industry about these issues. The 
ABA has been in favour of deregulation of the market in order to push down 
consumer prices. By contrast, the APA has mounted in the media both cultural 
nationalist and economic nationalist arguments in efforts to maintain the current 
30/90-day provisions. The APA position on the review of intellectual property 
legislation in 2000 was quite technical, arguing that the current regime provided 
"the right balance of competition and protection" and that "the development of 
Australia as a separate territory for copyright purposes gave the major international 
publishers the confidence to invest in the development of local publishing 
infrastructure(s)" (Australia. Intellectual Property and Compefition Review 
Committee 52-53). 
A final significant literary media phenomenon of the 1990s—with a more 
tangential relationship to government policy—was the coverage of government-
funded literary events and programs staged by writers' fesfivals, writers' centres 
and other community and industry agents. The mainstream, literary and specialist 
media attention dedicated to these events is related to a number of complex 
changes in: the marketing strategies of publishing houses; the structure and 
interests of the media; the rise of celebrity-focused marketing and publishing; the 
development of sttong regional literary markets and content within national literary 
markets; the investment by government in the professional development of writers; 
the cosmopolitanisation of the Australian urban life; the employment of writers by 
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media and government as tropes of this cosmopolitanisation; and the public appeal 
of the author as performer. It is impossible here to tease out these forces. Suffice to 
say, the media responded well to (and perhaps encouraged) govemment promotion 
and support of public literary events. Often, such as in Phil Brown's coverage of 
the 2000 Brisbane Writers Festival ("No Dramas" 32-33) in the Brisbane News, 
these festivals and events are not seen as government inventions—although the 
Brisbane Writers Festival was created out of a deal brokered between the 
government and a community of interest—but as public or civic events existing in 
a space between government, commerce and community, with inputs and interest 
from each. 
The impact of government action in the literary sphere is not often 
considered in the media. Instead, the pretence of an unfettered or "pure" literary 
sphere is largely maintained in media representations. Through naturalisation, 
many features of government action are invisible. Through fragmentation, only a 
series of disconnected policy instruments can be described—the activities of the 
Literattire Board, the fight for education lending rights, the GST, and the support 
of festivals—rather than connected. There is a discussion, yet to be undertaken, as 
to what fully constitutes Austtalian print or literary policy. 
Scholarly accounts of literature policy 
The inadequacy of existing scholarly accounts of literattire policy, in meeting the 
needs of Stuart Cunningham's call in the early 1990s in Framing Culture to 
develop a cultural policy sttidies as an activation and extension of culttiral studies. 
is one of the starting points for this thesis. As the inttoductory chapter argued 
cultural studies and cultural policy studies have not provided an account of the 
contemporary institution of print culture, and its attendant policy domain, to match 
those furnished about music, film, television and even visual arts. While there has 
been something of a revitalisation of publishing studies and publishing history 
studies, around interest in the conditions for creation, distribution and receptton of 
literature, the role of the state in the generation and regulation of these conditions 
has been only a sideline interest. This marginalisation of literature policy has not, 
however, been limited to cultural policy studies or to the emergent publishing 
studies. While cultural studies, media studies, Australian literary studies, and 
cultural policy studies have all had an amount to say about print culture policy, like 
the media accounts, it has been concentrated around specific features of the policy 
tableau, particularly the Literature Board of the Australia Council. 
Australian literary studies: literature and the nation 
Reasonably enough, the relations between Australian print culture and the state 
have not been the primary object of Australian literary studies. The discipline's 
significant history precludes making a complete survey of its concerns here, but it 
seems clear to say that, while accounts of texts, authors, component literatures, and 
literature and the nafion (particulady this relationship after 1890) have been 
features of the discipline, there has been relatively litfie said about the actions of 
the state in relation to print culture. The few accounts we have of the institutional 
arrangements between literature and the state tend to be of two kinds. The first is a 
small literature within literary journals where editors and academics mount the 
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policy pulpit in order to directiy address issues of either broader interest, or vested 
interest. As was the case with Martin Duwell and Laurie Hergenhan from 
Australian Literary Studies ("Editorial" 18.1; 3) and Meanjin's Christina Thomson 
(454-57), these are often special pleadings for funds for their joumals, rather than 
scholarly accounts of the policy field. This type of commentary, exemplified in 
Nicholas Hasluck's 1992 article "The Arts Labyrinth" in Quadrant magazine 
which calls for the disconnection of the economic basis and aesthefic basis for 
cultural policy arguments (42), positions the academy as an institutional 
stakeholder in the government's operations with regard to literature. 
The second type of treatment of the relations between the state and 
literature within Austtalian literary studies is more conventional. It includes Pattick 
Buckridge's "Clearing a Space"; Bruce Bennett's "Literary Culture since 
Vietnam"; Graeme Turner's "Film, Television and Literature" (each in The Oxford 
Literary History of Australia); Judith Brett on the period 1965-88 in The Penguin 
New Literary History of Australia; Barry Andrew's "The Commonwealth Literary 
Fund and the Literature Board 1908-80" \n Australian Cultural History; Mackenzie 
Wark in "After Literattire" published in Meanjin on the tum away from literature 
in post-Marxist culttiral policy sttidies; Peter Biskup on library studies in his article 
"Libraries, Austtalian Literature and the Public Lending Righf; Michael 
Denholm's "Supporting Austtalian Literattire" on literary archives as a form of 
memory; Susan Lever's "Government Patronage and Literary Reputatton" in 
Southerly; and Anne Galligan's "Government Grants and the Role of Supply" also 
in Southerly. Except for Denholm, Biskup and Galligan's work, these accounts 
tend to view the government as only acting through the Literattire Board of the 
Australia Council or its antecedents. 
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One of the most recent critical compendia, Delys Bird, Robert Dixon and 
Christopher Lee's Authority and Influence: Australian Literary Criticism 1950-
2000. does, however, indicate that the ground is shifting. The collection documents 
the waves of theoretical concems and aspirations within Australian literary sttidies 
over a fifty-year span. Proceeding in a dialogical fashion, the editors have 
undertaken a meta-critical exercise. In their terms, they have gathered eighty-six 
"key documents"—usually excerpted essays. They self-consciously forsake a 
collection that might "represent the best of a critic's work", for those essays that 
seek to "intervene polemically in debates, to assert new positions, or to 
demonstrate what a new Australian literary criticism might be" (xiv). It is a 
collection about literary criticism rather than about literature. 
Their map—or field of debate—skirts around the problem of canonisation 
at the same time as giving-in to it. There is no characterisafion of what might 
constitute the "best" kind of crificism, which they choose not to include but to 
which they make reference. No identtficafion of whom the most "important" critics 
are, and no explanafion of those canonised essays thought to be "classics"—but 
again, both these categories are raised. The inference is that it is not the first—or 
"best"—funcfion of ordinary criticism to intervene polemically in debates. This 
paradox represents one of the centtal tensions within the book: how the 
importation of ideological questions and theoretical tools in literary studies has 
created cross-currents in the everyday practice of criticism. In any case, the book is 
not a history that dwells upon the institutions of literature or the broader production 
condittons of authorship, circulation and reception—nor does it have much to say 
about the relations between the state and literature. The exceptions within the 
collection are Andrew McCann's "Writing and Commodity Capitalism" dealing 
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with the circumstances of the late nineteenth century, (an article which, in some 
ways, can be seen as an extension of his work elsewhere on the British literary 
sphere); and Graeme Turner's "Australian Literattire and the Public Sphere", which 
brings together a set of concerns common to literary studies and cultural sttidies 
(see below). 
Elsewhere, with a number of key exceptions, Australian literary studies 
tends to approach the nation either through studies of textual representattons or 
through consideration of the interplay between literature and national identity. For 
example, Richard Nile's The Making of the Australian Literary Imagination reads 
Austtalian literature and publishing off the prevailing national historical 
conditions. This kind of imbrication of history, nation and literature also underpins 
Bruce Bennett's argument that the unsettling of the nation over the period since 
1965 coterminous with the escalation of Australian involvement in the Vietnam 
War—has had "a major influence on literary endeavour in the opportunities created 
(or sometimes denied) for individual creativity and interaction with others" (239). 
In some sense, Austtalian literary studies is beginning to ask more complex 
questions about the organisation of literary production, but has had a narrow 
conception of the state's role and the governmentalising operation of literature in 
relation to the state's ambitions. As we will see cuttural studies, and media studies 
accounts of literature and the state, it is these disciplines that are perhaps more 
orientated to answering questions and about the complex relationship between 
literature and the state. 
SI 
Print culture policy and Australian cultural studies, Australian media studies, 
and Australian cultural policy studies 
Cultural studies is yet to fumish a substantial account of the constitutive role of 
government processes in relation to print culture. Within cultural studies' accounts 
of the arts—and sometimes within bureaucratic policy structures themselves— 
discrete art-form-based policy structures and discourses collapse into a monolithic 
concern: "elite" arts policy. Such manoeuvres—which might otherwise seek to 
differentiate literature, visual arts, theatre, dance, music, craft and so on, from one 
another—occlude these differences. Cultural studies and cultural policy studies 
have concentrated on only Raymond Williams's "social" definition of culture, 
where culture is a description of a particular way of life, which expresses certain 
meanings and values not only in art and learning, but also in institutions and 
ordinary behaviour. This definition has—as de Certeau claimed—structured and 
legitimated cultural studies' concern with broader social relations (qtd. in D. 
Stevenson 3). In the Australian context, with its particular concern for the testing 
of cultural theory against social condifions (Tumer, "Introducfion" II), this has 
meant an elaboration of cultural sttidies around everyday social relations and 
phenomena: the shopping mall, mass media, and so on. While there has been a 
concern with the issues of power and ideology within the high art and popular 
culture divide, high art has not been the manifest or central object of cultural 
studies inquiry. 
As a by-product of the framing of cultural studies around the everyday, 
high art is—from a cultural studies' or cultural pohcy studies' standpoint—left as a 
comparatively monolithic, undifferentiated category of aesthefic (and political) 
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practice. This monolithism, evident say in Deborah Stevenson's account of 
Australian cultural policy in Art and Organisation, fails to recognise the diversity 
of undertakings within the elite arts category (that for her also captures literature) 
and fails to recognise the diversity of community and public engagements with the 
"elite" arts (again including literature). This category occlusion is particularly 
damaging for literature and publishing which—as cultural and economic 
domains—stretch far beyond the boundaries of "high" literature (or capital "L" 
literature) to include a broader range of print culture practices and reading 
communities. Thus, the concentration on high literature rather than print culture 
(which takes in geme fiction and non-fiction publishing in all its varieties from 
crime books to gardening books to mathematics textbooks) is a mistake made by 
both traditional literary studies and cultural studies. Traditional literary studies—in 
its championing of a canon—and cultural studies in its disavowal of the canon, and 
its concomitant blindness towards print culture, deny the full impact and import of 
the book as a cultural form. In the popularity of libraries, reading, and wTiting—in 
turn, the most used public cultural institution, one of the most popular forms of 
cultural consumption, and the most popular form of cultural production—we have 
clear arguments for the differentiation of print culture from literature. Yet this 
differentiation is rarely made. 
Accounting for Tastes by Bennett, Emmison and Frow, goes some way to 
remedy this through a positive differentiation of cultural consumption and 
participation against class and social identity markers, such as how reading tastes 
vary across the population with age, urbanisation, educational attainment and 
gender (145-69). However, within cultural studies accounts of the high arts, there 
remains a submersion and occlusion of notions of diversity. This is mirrored in the 
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uncritical submersion of literature into the broad high arts category, both within 
arts policy apparatus and in cultural policy studies discourse about arts policy and 
funding. 
In many ways, however, it is Graeme Turner's essay "Australian Literature 
and the Public Sphere", which looks at Australian literature from the high shores of 
Australian cultural studies' (short but healthy) tradition of institutional approaches 
to modes of cultural production, that comes closest to organising an effective 
critique of the apparatus of print culture around its relations with government and 
nation. Australian cultural studies, in its pursuit of Australian cultural nationalism 
as a redress to British colonialism has, in its employment of the Habermasian 
notion of the public sphere, most cleariy brought the actions of the state into focus. 
Correspondingly, Turner's essay is framed around a concern for national categories 
rather than literary or textual ones. By addressing the general function and status of 
literature within the public sphere he makes a number of important observations on 
the relations of the state and literature, particulariy on the efforts of the state in the 
"development and supporting of a national literary culture", and the wax and wane 
of the valency of arguments for government to undertake this work (4-5). He 
concludes that the rise of neo-classical economics in the 1990s led to a retreat by 
government from support for literature in the public sphere, leaving the regulation 
of this sphere to market forces. This retteat by government is part of a broader 
"evacuation of the national from arguments for govemment support to film, 
literature, music and other cuttural forms" (following the election and re-election 
of the first Howard Coalition government), and its replacement by a concern for 
financial accountability and "economic internationalism"(5). 
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These comments are, perhaps, overstated in relation to literature. While it 
seems tme that the Howard govermnent has retteated from the rhetoric of cultural 
policy-making that characterised the Keating Government, and has fought 
noticeable ideological wars over the direction of government cultural apparattis 
(for example, controversies over the Austtalian Broadcasting Corporation, the 
Australian Film Commission and the Museum of Austtalia), the coalition 
governments' expenditure on literature and publishing has not diminished. On the 
conttary, despite a dip in Literature Board funding in the wake of the McPhee 
(read KQaiing) restructure of the Austtalia Council, the Howard governments have 
employed literature actively as part of nation-building activities, especially within 
the context of Centenary of Federation celebrations (Carter and Ferres 155), and in 
the provision of the Book Industry Assistance Package as compensation for the 
imposition of the Goods and Services Tax on books. In doing so, the second 
Howard government succeeded in implementing the most significant publishing 
subsidy package so far conceived in Austtalia. Turner does, however, provide a 
starting point taken up by a number of other scholars (see Carter and Ferres; 
Galligan, "The Texttial Condifion") to bring together a concern with literature, the 
public sphere, the state and the nafion. A second crificism of Tumer might be that 
there is no teasing out of the kind of national literature that might be sustained by 
the market alone. In the unlikely event of a full retteat of government support—the 
literary sphere might be different but function successfully in any number of ways. 
David Carter and Kay Ferres's essay "The Public Life of Literature" is an 
extension of Tumor's concern with literattire, the public sphere, the state and the 
nation; it examines the ways in which an adaptive literature accommodates and is 
accommodated within a commercialised (and no-longer neutral) public sphere. It 
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stands as perhaps the most comprehensive use of the public sphere in order to 
organise its analysis; although, when it comes to examine the complexifies of 
literary subvention, again it turns to the Literature Board (152-57) as its focus, 
despite earlier suggesting a new complexity of analysis in considering the state 
institutions organising print culture. 
Finally, to add to the exclusions listed above, neither has Australian media 
studies had much to say about literature and the state. As Terry Flew has pointed 
out, the dividing line between cultural studies and media studies is nominal (What's 
in a Name: Media Studies and Cultural Studies 1). That noted, we might suggest 
that media studies generally has not had a concentrated concern with publishing or 
the institution of literature. Despite publishing and the printing press being central 
to the development of the mass media, it is often absent from treatment in media 
studies texts. For example, the second edition of Cunningham and Turner's The 
Media in Australia: Industries, Texts, Audiences excludes John Curtain's chapter 
on publishing that was present in the first edition of this textbook. One new entry 
point for media studies' interest in publishing followed from the conglomeration, 
in the 1980s and 1990s, of book publishing within major media multi-nafionals 
such as Disney and Time-Warner. This has meant some peripheral attention to 
publishing by media studies scholars within the many accounts of the operations of 
these conglomerates; however, these accounts tend to focus on television, film and, 
more recentiy, digital media, rather than on publishing, within their analysis of the 
structtire and function of mulfi-nationals. Consequenfiy, even while there is a 
concern for the political economy and the relations with the state within such 
accounts, including how the trans-national structures of such conglomerates often 
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by-pass the operation of the state, there is little attention to the particulars of the 
relations between literature and the state. 
It seems reasonable to presume that, while literary studies and cultural 
sttidies might have had only a passing concern with the governance of literattire 
and publishing—and with governmental effects of literary culture—Australian 
cultural policy studies might well have produced a number of accounts of 
Austtalian literary and publishing policy. As noted above, the revised culttiral 
studies saw the development of a series of instittitional and policy accounts of a 
number of cultural policy domains: contemporary music; television; community 
arts; and broad arts and cultural policy among them. Despite this "cultural policy 
moment"—both within government and within cultural policy studies during the 
1990s—print culture was not taken up as a central concern. 
As recounted in Chapter One, this blind spot can in part be read as a 
consequence of the historical relations between literary studies and cultural studies. 
Within the conttnuing debates over the soul of cultural sttidies—and despite 
literary studies' and cultural sttidies' complex, entwined and somewhat Oedipal 
history of relations—literature has been to the periphery. Raymond Williams's 
foundational gesture within Brhish cultural studies was to elevate the concern with 
culttire as a "whole way of life"—paradoxically using literary texts, and principally 
literary theories, as the objects of examination—to stand alongside the literary. 
Australian cultural policy studies, in its development out of British cultural sttidies 
and in its concomitant ambivalence about the interests of literary sttidies, has a 
number of exclusions, including the rejection of an interest in literary production 
itself 
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Making print culture a concern of Australian cultural policy studies 
The above account of the orientation of scholarly and media discourse in relation 
to publishing policy is provided to demonstrate that significant questions—which 
literary studies, media studies, cultural studies and cultural policy studies might be 
concerned about in relation to publishing and literature—have been left largely 
unasked and unanswered. It is intended to contribute to the case for, and the 
orientation of, the new critical publishing studies that has begun to emerge in the 
past half-decade—or at least suggest some directions for enquiry in the Australian 
context. Like cultural policy studies' announcement in the late 1980s and early 
1990s of a research program into contemporary processes of cultural governance, a 
new critical publishing studies might be more openly concerned with the 
conditions for the creation, reproductton, distribution, purchase and reception of 
print culture. Here a fuzzy line can be marked between established sub-disciplinary 
studies on the history of the book, and a more contemporary orientation for 
publishing studies. This new publishing studies, while "historicist" in its 
methodology—seeing print culture artefacts and processes in a historical context— 
might also be less definitively "historical" in the choice of objects. 
Having drawn attention to the absence within the scholarly literature of a 
treatment of the relations between literature and the state, one can—within the 
overlapping spheres of cultural studies, culttiral policy studies, media studies, 
publishing studies, and Australian studies—point to a number of significant 
exceptions to this rule. Not least to be mentioned here is Craig Mumo and Robyn 
Sheahan-Bright's forthcoming volume three of the History of the Book in Australia 
project, and Books and Reading in Australian Society edited by Jock Macleod and 
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Pat Buckridge featuring essays by Kay Daniels on govermnent book policy, and 
the then-National Librarian Warren Horton, and John Levett, on the relationship 
between libraries and book culture. Also Continuum's 1990 issue on the media of 
publishing, including Richard Nile's "Cartels, Capitalism and the Australian Book 
Trade", Glen Lewis's perspectives on imperialism in the Austtalian book ttade, and 
Albert Moran's important essay on the ecology of Austtalian publishing houses 
and industry. Elsewhere, we have Helen Wilson's chapter "Austtalia and the 
Intemational Publishing Industry" in Communications and the Media in Australia, 
and so on. 
It is clear, however, that a new set of publishing scholars have joined the 
old-and a re-orientated sub-discipline of publishing studies has begun to cohere 
around a broad set of approaches and interests, across a wide number of periods. 
The role of the institutions of print cuUure in the formation of nation, citizen and 
industry can be usefully brought to the fore. Likewise, the interior operations of the 
irstittitions of publishing and literature (in their interplay with natton, 
globalisation, industry, culture and individual subjects) are of clear interest. 
Cultural policy sttidies is often divided over the possibilities for itself as an 
appurtenance of govermnent and as a critical discourse. If lucky, over the next 
period, publishing sttidies might find itself in the same dilemma of suddenly being 
of interest to too many masters rather than to none. 
So far a rough-hevm summary of my account of Australian scholarly 
interest in the relafions between literattire and the state might be that cultural 
Sttidies, cultural policy studies, and media studies have left out literature and 
publishing, while literary studies and publishing sttidies have left out the state. The 
disciplines have also been party to a number of agendas alive in the academy: the 
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professionalisation of literary crificism, the policy turn in cultural studies and the 
polittcisation of publishing smdies. There have only been a few recent 
exceptions—in the work of Tumer, and Carter and Ferres—which have tried to 
bring together the institution of literature and that of the state. 
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3 Literature Policy in the 1990s 
As prefaced in Chapter One, by the end of the 1990s the relations between 
Australian governments and the nation's book publishing sector were complex and 
productive. Over the second half of the twentieth century, Australian governments, 
at all levels, had implemented a mix of policy instruments: copyright, book import 
provisions, book priming bounty. Public Lending Right, Educational Lending 
Right, and the Literature Board of the Australia Council (which emerged out of the 
ashes of the Commonwealth Literary Fund). In some instances, state governments 
had introduced similar funding instruments. The expansion of publishing activity 
by universities and state libraries was part of a wider commitment by governments 
(and their instrumentalities) to the creation of a sphere or space for Australian 
literature and Australian publishing (Buckridge, "Clearing a Space"). In this, 
governments seemed to be, in part, mofivated by economic and educational 
interests, but also, to a greater extent perhaps, by culmral nationalist goals. 
This chapter, in providing a history and an analysis of government print 
culture policy in the 1990s, is intended to demonstrate the complexity of state 
interventions in the domain of print culture and how these interventions acted to 
loosely organise print culture as an institution. As such, it seeks to begin to respond 
to the case, made in the earlier chapters, for greater attention to print culture within 
Australian cultural policy studies. The second part of this chapter turns to Brisbane 
as a case study of change in the operation, visibility and effects of the 
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disaggregated institution of literature. The profound changes to the literary domain 
in Brisbane in the 1990s—in part produced out of wider cultural, political and 
economic changes—were led and supported by government. Brisbane's civic 
identity was closely tied to the fortunes and the profile of the local literary scene 
and its writers. This case study is intended to demonstrate the value of examining 
print culture as a complex social and economic institution rather than just as a 
series of texts. 
In the 1990s Australian governments implemented a range of print culture policy 
measures. These were often unco-ordinated and/or ineffectual, but when taken 
together they constituted a comprehensive regulatory framework. Government, in 
acting to support Australian literature (and its component regional literatures), also 
sought to maintain a liberal literary sphere, protect the Australian book trade, 
develop Australia's cultural profile at home and overseas, and utilise the book in 
projects of civic educatton. Policy development, within the mixed market and 
government domain of literature, was partly produced by changes to the publishing 
sector. While the publishing industry and the book are sometimes viewed, after 
500 years of development, as being in a stasis or even in decline, the 1990s was a 
period of great change. Many of the stages of publishing value-chain were digitised 
including authoring, pre-printing, prinfing, e-tailing and e-books. Globalisatton 
brought structural changes in the management of ttade publishing houses and 
supported the development of new markets. 
Unsurprisingly, publishing policy mostly followed rather than led industry 
change. Yet, it was also the creature of wider, but paradoxical, shifts in cultural 
policy. On one hand, the three levels of government deregulated markets, including 
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the ttade of cultural goods and services. On the other, government, in the pursuit of 
a mix of social, economic and cultural goals, stepped-up cultural policy 
formulation and cultural funding. The Keating Labor government's release of 
Creative Nation in 1994 focused on economic imperatives, but these were 
balanced against a commitment to nation-building. The economic interests of 
individual consumers contested collective national cultural interests. More 
specifically, the wider community economic benefits of de-regulatory price cuts 
were balanced against the particular interests of industry sectors (printing, 
publishing, even writers themselves) seeking protection or subsidy. This wrestle 
between market deregulation and cultural protectionism was most evident in the 
decade-long battle over parallel book import policy, and the conttoversy over the 
application of the Goods and Services Tax to books. These debates centred on a 
"special" role for the book in society's educattonal, economic and cultural projects. 
In the end, the book was not exempt from the GST but a $240 million package to 
compensate the book industry was announced in 1999. The Austtalia Council, and 
the state government arts-funding bodies, by contrast, responded to the logic of 
markets and the imperative to down-size government, by controlling their own 
administrative costs and making policy generic across art-forms. As elsewhere, the 
focus of their interventions shifted from supply to demand. 
By the close of the decade a patchwork of policy, prompted by a patchwork 
of imperatives, was in place. Copyright protected creators' economic interests; 
legislation delimited obscenity and blasphemy; universities ttained creative writers, 
editors, librarians and literary scholars; literary grants funded writers and 
publishers; govemment instittitions established their own presses; parallel import 
legislation protected the Australian market; public and institutional libraries 
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circulated books; and governments funded literary festivals, events, awards and the 
international promotion of Australian literature. The mix of govemment forces 
focused on the book (deregulation, industry protection, national cultural protection, 
equitable provision and social justice considerations, micro-economic intervention) 
made for a mess of policy. 
The mess of policy 
While book publishing is not subsidised and developed by government in the same 
fashion as sections of the performing arts, or subject to the same regulatory 
scrutiny as the broadcast sectors, it is the object of comprehensive government 
intervention incorporating most types of government policy (legislation, money, 
advocacy and action) along the length of its industry value-chain (see Appendix 
A). Copyright, defamation and obscenity legislation, which delimit book content 
and circulation, are the most fundamental and long-established interventions by the 
state in the literary sphere. But the three levels of government also act through 
other institutional instruments: libraries; universities; schools; line (and central) 
departments and agencies. These bodies fund, advocate, administer and deliver 
services. Government also purchases services, on behalf of the community, from 
non-government organisations such as writers' centres, festivals, publishers, and 
individual writers. Finally, govemment taxes and spends. 
This mess of policy is, however, a productive mess. John Curtain argued 
that because of the book's multiple employment as "cultural artefact, educational 
tool, universal transmitter of ideas, and conduit of national identity, governments 
have supported the writing and publishing of books but have tended to refrain from 
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restricting them" (Curtain 107). Except for the Good and Services Tax, and the 
limits on content and copying that defamation, obscenity and copyright legislation 
provide, most policy interventions work to benefit the book industry. Or, by 
facilitating access to books, they benefit readers. Tertiary education policy, through 
research time and research grants, and training programs for writers (and editors), 
supports the book sector. Libraries support the sector through book purchases. 
Public Lending Right, Education Lending Right and the employment of the book 
in libraries' civic and educational functions. Government support for the prinfing 
industry indirectly supports publishers and books. 
The connections between these related policy actions (such as in the sphere 
of libraries or education) and the publishing sector are not always immediately 
apparent but they are often profound. The book industry is the beneficiary of 
Significant secondary effects of major policy initiatives in entwined spheres of 
cultural and economic acfivity. Government spending across the different library 
services (the National Library of Austtalia (NLA), higher education sector 
libraries, state libraries, parliamentary libraries, public libraries and school 
libraries) is more than $760 million annually (Austtalia. Austtalian Bureau of 
Stattstics, Cultural Funding in Australia), although it is unclear what amount is 
spent directly on book stock, and Austtalian book stock within that. The 
compulsory acquisition provisions of the NLA, state libraries and some 
parliamentary libraries constitute the most significant attempt to conserve 
Austtalian literattire. The $2.77 billion spent on research within the tertiary sector 
underwrites the authorship of a significant number of books and joumal articles 
(Australia. Commonwealth of Austtalia, Research Expenditure: Selected Higher 
Education Subsidies). The impact of these, and other, secondary effects on the 
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book industry have not been mapped. It is clear, however, that the book is a 
ubiquitous but diffuse concem of government. 
The policy relattonships between the publishing industry and govemment 
are different from those between government and the television and radio sectors. 
These media—much younger technologies than the book—are subject to direct 
regulafion and licensing that the book has been largely free from for 300 years. 
Radio and television operate within more coherent policy frameworks and are 
more regularly subject to discussion and review. In the 1990s, there were few 
attempts by government to co-ordinate the policies which impact upon the book. If 
there was review of a book-industry related policy instrument, such as parallel 
import regulation, it was considered in isolation. There were only a few exceptions. 
In 1995 the Literature Board convened a meeting of State and Federal literature 
officials to discuss common policy interests (Australia. Literature Board). From the 
late 1980s the Cultural Ministers' Council endeavoured to improve the national 
publishing and book industry statistics. The most significant act of co-ordination 
was the $240 million Book Industry Assistance Package, which followed the 1999 
Federal Government decision to compensate the book and printing industries for 
the effects of the Goods and Services Tax on books. The package reflected the 
book's centrality to educafional enterprises and to the circulafion of ideas within 
nafional and regional public spheres, despite changes in its production, capital 
sources, distribufion and mediafion. This initiative, however, failed to connect with 
concurrent Literature Board consideration of industry infrastructure or the review 
of parallel importation provisions under the copyright act. No government body 
oversaw the implementation or evaluation of the assistance package. Instead, each 
department or agency implemented its own initiatives in a discrete way. The 
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fragmentation of output and control reflected the assistance package's origins as a 
response to political pressure rather than a co-ordinated attempt to develop the 
book industry. 
There were, however, other reasons for book-related policy manifesting as 
a portmanteau of unco-ordinated aims and actions. In many senses the book is "too 
big" or "too ordinary" to regulate directly. Its long standing as a technology and its 
broad connection to, and employment in, the nation's wider civic, cultural and 
economic projects, mean that the range of policy instruments impacting upon the 
value-chain of the book industry is too broad to control. Instead of direct regulation 
we have a mess of policy actton—all of it generally positive, but little of it 
dedicated to the development of the book for its own sake. 
If government took no interest in the co-ordinatton of book policy, there 
was little pressure from the industry encouraging them to do so. The sector's most 
powerful forces: the Australian Publishers Association (APA), the Australian 
Booksellers Association (ABA), and the Australian Society of Authors (ASA) 
came together on the unsuccessful campaign to keep books free of the GST. But, 
as often, the lobbies had differing views on policy development. In the debate over 
parallel import regulation the ABA supported deregulation in order to drive down 
supply costs, while the APA and the ASA supported continued regulation to 
protect Australian-authored books from the dumping of American remainders into 
our market. 
While policy was generally aimed at encouraging the production, 
circulation and consumption of books, most policy settings impacted on the nature 
of books supported. The Literature Board and arts funding bodies subsidised 
poetry and literary fiction. The educational text book subsidy program assisted 
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Australian-authored educafional texts. In other instances policy had more diffuse 
and perhaps unintended effects. In 2002 the federal Labor opposifion questioned 
Educational Lending Right payments to Adam Cullen and murderer Mark 
"Chopper" Read for their children's book Hooky the Cripple (Australia. House of 
Representatives). Programs such as book bounty and print industry subsidies were, 
or are, blind to questions of the cultural or content value of the books produced. 
The printing of a Peter Carey novel might be subsidised alongside Chopper's 
children's book or the reprint of a gardening book. 
The components of book-related policy vary in visibility, purpose and effect. 
The Literature Board maintains high visibility while the EPICS scheme is rarely 
discussed. Most policy actions that interact with the book or book culture promote 
its wider production, circulation and consumption, but often these are secondary 
effects of other policy frameworks relating to education or industry protection. 
Through this web of motive and action, publishing-related policy, in its various 
forms—legislative, regulatory, and resource allocation—was intimately tied to a 
range of social, economic and cultural policy imperatives from all three levels of 
government. 
Cultural policy developments in the 1990s 
Deborah Stevenson argues that following Hawke's election in 1983, "the federal 
government was intent on framing a cultural industries agenda for the arts that not 
only privileged the celebration of a nation through artistic expression, but was 
grounded in economic rationalist philosophies that accelerated the move to user-
payers" (Art and Organisation 16). While it is unhelpful to see movements in 
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publishing policy as simply analogous to movements in cultural policy, 
Stevenson's binary is a useful begimiing for an elaboration of publishing policy 
development in the 1990s. 
Broader cultural policy was the site for a tussle between (on one hand) 
forces of market reform and industry development, and (on the other) forces 
committed to securing a social and cultural dividend or developing cultural 
enterprise. For publishing there were moves to regulate, de-regulate and re-regulate 
through the decade, but the three phases of federal cultural development for the 
decade might be delineated as: i) the "cultural policy momenf which included 
growth in cultural funding and policy-making by the three levels of government, 
the high point was the issue of the Creative Nation statement by the Keating 
governmem in 1994. This plan inttoduced Publishing Austtalia, Education Lending 
Right, major multi-media projects relating to the publishing sector, and substantial 
Austtalia Council reform; ii) the Howard Government roll-back of cultural policy 
and the funding roll-back of Education Lending Right, book bounty, parallel 
import provisions, and a further shift of policy and funding from supply to 
demand; and iii) the "creative industries momenf, incorporating the Book Industry 
Assistance Plan, taking up the importance of the knowledge economy. 
These phases had an impact on the core of book industry related policy: the 
supply or writing of manuscripts, the publication of manuscripts; the support of 
publishing houses; access to, circulation of, and consumption of books; and the 
promotion of the public life of literattire. 
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Writers and writing 
The Literature Board (in its own history) described its efforts, in the 1990s, as 
doing "the utmost to stimulate and assist the development of quality Australian 
works" (Stevens, History of the Literature Fund 1986-2000 (Draft) 27). Not 
surprisingly, for an organisation in which writers are the decision-makers, the 
Board saw the production of writing and the support of writers as paramount in the 
generation of a literary culture. Even as the Australia Council was changed around 
it, to take greater account of audiences, streamline peer assessment processes and 
wrestle with youth arts, the Literature Board continued its policy of granting a 
large proportion of its funds to individual literary writers to undertake new work. 
For example, in 1991/92, 52% of Literature Board funding was to individual 
writers to undertake the authorship of new work, with the balance shared between a 
range of other programs: publishing grants for literary books and journals; grants 
to festivals, literary events and writtng service organisations (Australia. Australia 
Council, Australia Council for the Arts Annual Report 1991-1992). By 1998-99, 
funding for individuals still remained at 47% (Australia. Australia Council, 
Australia Council Annual Report 1998-99). This compared with individual funding 
of 14% across the wider Australia Council. 
While the mechanisms of support remained static, a redistribution of 
writers' grants within the national corpus of writers took place. This reflected and 
supported wider cultural shifts. The difficulty of applying the assessment criterion 
of "excellence" in the evaluation of grant applications, and blurring of the 
"literature" with populist geme forms, saw support for writers such as crime writer 
Marele Day in 1994/95 and music writer Clinton Walker in 1995/96. This shift. 
however, was not transformational. The Austtalia Council remained committed to 
literature, including unpopular forms such as poetry, with Robert Gray, Samuel 
Wagan Watson and Jacqueline Kent, among others, receiving support. 
While literary writing continued to dominate, there was greater diversity in 
the gender, age, culttiral background and geographical location of both applicants 
and successftil writers. The number of grants for women rose with well over 50% 
going to women in 1998/99. Many younger writers received funding: Andrew 
McGahan, Venero Armanno, Matthew Condon, Nick Earls, Richard King, and 
Delia Falconer. Likewise, there was an increase in the number of grants going to 
writers outside capital cities. This diversity followed, and assisted in, a decenttmg 
of Austtalian literature. New voices emerged and were supported. A growing 
cosmopolitanism in global book markets-the rise of a world literattire in English 
or ttanslated into English-Eroded the power of major literary centtes. This was 
mirrored in Austtalian book markets, and augmented by the "high 
n-.ulficulturalism" of govemment early in the decade, the cumulattve impact of the 
post-war migration, regional cultural development and the arrival of a generation 
of post-boomer writers. 
The Literature Board's spending patterns only changed at the margins. The 
bigger changes were in the rumiing of the Austtalia Council itself The 1995/96 
restmcttire saw the compression of the council's three-tier structtire (council-
board-committee) into two tiers (council and ftmds). The new ftmds were denuded 
of their policy fimction, which moved to a central bureaucracy with the 
organisation and to the council itself Generic ftinding programs were inttoduced. 
The Literattire Board's individual programs for fellowships, publications and 
writers' fesfivals were replaced by seven generic grant categories (Stevens, History 
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of the Literature Fund 1986-2000 (Draft)). In becoming a fund, the Literattire 
Board lost its policy autonomy, its profile and the specificity of its programs. In the 
years leading up to the restructure, the board had undertaken a formal review of 
many of its programs: International Literary Exchanges Review (Graham), 
Evaluation of Literary Magazines Funding Program (Roberts), Individual Writers' 
Grants Programs Evaluation of Results (Australia. Literature Board comp. Elaine 
Lindsay), and Evaluation of Book Publishing Subsidies Program (Black). After the 
restructure this evaluatton and policy functton was eroded. Eventually, in 2001, the 
funds were turned back into boards in recognition of the need for some art-form-
specific policy development and autonomy. 
Literature Board policy development was further hampered by the council's 
primary commitment to "excellence". This platform limited any developmental 
agenda that individual boards sought to pursue. The perception of literature as a 
market-driven art-form further constrained the board's actions. By the close of the 
decade, the council-wide concern with developing audiences, rather than 
supporting supply, saw a re-allocation of resources within the council. Literature 
lost funds to the Audience and Market Development Division. Many of the more 
irmovative development programs relating to literature, such as the Visiting 
International Publishers program, were run from this new division, rather than the 
Literature Board itself. 
The board's focus on "excellence" also meant an uneven, but not 
necessarily unfair, geographic distribution of funds around the nation. While at 
ttmes during the decade significant funding flowed to Western Australia, South 
Australia, Queensland and Tasmania, the bulk of funds still went to the literary 
golden triangle of Sydney, Melbourne and Canberra. This concentrafion was 
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explained by the Literature Board on the basis of higher artist populations in these 
three capitals, but the "BAPH states", particularly Queensland, responded with 
industry action and policy changes. 
Through this period the states were also undertaking policy change. Whereas the 
Literature Board concentrated on "excellence", the states invested in development 
and sought to foster community engagement. The commitment of new resources 
was uneven across the states, but most marked in Queensland. In 1991, the Goss 
Government established a new arts funding and policy apparatus that in many 
ways mirrored the Australia Council: art-form panels, peer assessment, quasi-arms 
length funding and, importantly, funding for individual artists. These funding 
programs transformed the state's cultural industries and underwrote the 
development of a phalanx of new writers until they developed sustainable careers, 
including Nick Earls, Venero Armarmo and Herb Wharton, and augmented the 
careers of many others: Gary Crew, Hugh Lunn, Sam Watson, and Mary-Rose 
MacColl. While all states registered a funding increase for writers, Queensland 
government funding for literature went from under $100,000 in 1989 to over 
$900,000 in 1999, including grants to writers, publishers, festivals, events, service 
organisations and journals . 
State governments picked up the slack in funding for individuals with 
smaller, more developmentally focused grants, except in New South Wales which 
was well served by the quantum of individual writers' grants received from the 
Literature Board. Even with these increases, funding for individuals lagged behind 
°^ Unfortunately these figures are not compiled in any public document, but come from my four 
years at Arts Queensland 1992-96 and 1999-2000. 
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funding for more glamorous items. Funding for literary awards and festivals (often 
timed together as in the case of the South Australian Govemment awards for 
literature and the Adelaide Writers' Week, and the Queensland Premier's Literary 
Awards and the Brisbane Writers Festival) guaranteed greater media attention, 
community support and a clearer outcome than writing grants for as yet 
unpublished projects. 
State Governments also supported infrastructural development to varying 
degrees. South Australia, New South Wales, Victoria, and Queensland funded 
membership-based writers' centres aimed at professional and hobby writers. Each 
state, except Tasmania, put substantial funding towards its major metropolitan 
literary festivals (Adelaide Writers' Week, Melbourne Writers' Festival, Brisbane 
Writers Festival and Perth International Writers Festival), and, sometimes, others 
besides (Somerset Celebration of Literature in Queensland, the Adelaide Food and 
Writing Festival, and the Byron Bay Writers Festival in New South Wales). 
Funding for these activities grew throughout the decade, reinforcing the 
importance of these institutions within the local, national (and in the case of 
Adelaide Writers' Week) international writing scene. 
More significant, however, was the direct support of book publishing 
enterprises in Western Australia (Fremantle Arts Centre Press and Magabala 
Books), South Australia (Wakefield Press) and Queensland (University of 
Queensland Press, Central Queensland University Press and Interactive 
Publications). These regional presses ensured some publicafion and distribufion of 
books by writers outside Sydney and Melbourne. 
Expanding state government funding also conttibuted to the elaboration and 
formalisation of the processes of literary production and distribution. The largely 
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state-fiinded writers' centres set up non-accredited training programs, reading 
events, advisory services, resource libraries, manuscript assessment processes and 
informational services. Even though hobbyists dominated the membership of 
writers' centres, the centres, along with the Australian Society of Authors, 
encouraged a new culture of professionalism. The Australian Author magazine and 
the newsletters of the writers' centres provided unending advice on how to get 
published, negotiate better contracts, register for public lending right, atttact 
freelance work, improve one's work, and so on. 
Manuscript assessment programs, both privately-run services like 
Driftwood Manuscript Assessment Service and the publicly-funded services of the 
National Book Council and the writers' centres, became an often-utilised 
intermediate step in the value-chain between writer and agent. As the number of 
manuscripts submitted to publishers expanded throughout the decade many major 
publishers refused to consider manuscripts unless they came through an agent. 
While this reinforced the importance of agents as gatekeepers, the labour-cost of 
manuscript assessment, and the need to ensure credibility in their dealings with the 
small pool of Australian publishers, forced agents themselves to cut down their 
intake of unsolicited manuscripts. Manuscript assessment services became 
significant in the development and valorisation of work. Frequently manuscripts 
are submitted to publishers and agents with reports from assessment services. 
Creative writing programs within universities became important in the 
development of writers and new work. Before the Dawkins' reforms of the tertiary 
education system in the late 1980s, creattve writers and universities were rare 
bedfellows. Australian universities followed the British rather than American 
model in, largely, keeping writers off faculty. Creative writing followed the 
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colleges of advanced educafion and institutes of technology into the universities 
with Dawkins' reforms of the binary system in the late 1980s. Against expectation, 
the new vocationalism of Australian universities, and the tailoring of courses to 
student demand, combined with the growing profile of Australian writing, meant 
37 out of 38 Australian universifies offered creattve wrifing degrees by the end of 
the decade. While notable work was produced through these degree programs^', 
their long-term contribution to the corpus of Australian writing is yet to be 
determined. In a spin-off development, the programs created an extensive amount 
of permanent and casual teaching work for Australian writers including Nigel 
Krauth, Brenda Walker, Jan McKemmish, Glenda Adams, Venero Armanno, Tom 
Shapcott and Marion Campbell. 
Less well accounted for is the role of the university in supporting the 
production of a significant amount of work for publication—either through core or 
dedicated research funds. For its sheer quantum of subsidy towards writing 
production, and for the quantum of eventual output, the tertiary educafion system 
dwarfs the Literature Board. However, unlike the more mainstream and literary 
work supported by the Literature Board, most academically-funded work is 
destined to low-profile publication in academic journals, with only a smaller 
amount finding its way into book publication. Academics, as writers, are in receipt 
of far more generous support towards their efforts than creative writers competing 
for arts grants. 
Venero Armanno, for example, wrote part of his prize-winning novel 77?^  Volcano as his 
Masters of Arts (Research) thesis at Queensland University of Technology. 
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Publishing 
Government has employed a mix of instruments to subsidise and regulate the 
publishing sector: operational grants, project grants, printing subsidy, rights 
payments, import barriers and publicly-owned and institutionally-owned 
enterprises. These diverse instruments serve the social, economic and cultural 
ambitions of government, but are the result of independent action by a range of 
government authorities and public organisations rather than the product of co-
ordinated effort. Usually these interventions came into being to redress some form 
of perceived market failure or, in the case of Public Lending Right, to remedy to 
the negafive effects of other government policy. 
Direct government funding for publishers tends to come in four ways: 
project funding, operational funding, institutional publishing and direct 
government publishing. Project funding towards the publication of individual titles 
is usually provided by the Australia Council, State Govemment arts funding bodies 
or some research-related agencies. Literature Board funding was directed towards 
first and second literary fiction, new poetry and drama. In the years 1988 to 1992, 
in which 636 books were subsidised (across an average of 33 publishers per year at 
$2841 per book), 60% of total Australian drama publications were subsidised, 38% 
of Australian poetry publications, 18% of total first fiction and 32% of total first 
general literature (Black 4). 
The Literature Board in evaluating its own program in 1994 noted that 
"100% of responding publishers consider(ed) the subsidies 'an effective and 
important form of assistance'" (Black 13). From 1995/96 the programs were folded 
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into the new cross-Council grant categories but continued in their focus of title by 
title support of literary work. The grants, as one publisher noted, created "a climate 
in which a greater degree of risk is encouraged" (Black 13) and that without 
Literature Board support "financial constraints would have made publication 
impossible" (Black 13). Similar rafionales for publicafion subsidy were offered by 
the state governments. In establishing publishing grants in 1992 the Arts Division 
of the Queensland Department of Premier, Trade and Economic Development 
noted that "the only way to quickly create opportunities for Queensland writers to 
get into print is to underwrite some of the publishing costs" (Queensland. Arts 
Committee 98). The Queensland Government concentrated funding towards 
"artistic costs" (the writer, editor, designer); whereas. Literature Board funds 
operated as straight subsidy towards overall publication costs. Despite the 
importance of these programs they were modest. For example, in 1998/99 the 
Literature Board spent $450,000 on publicafions grants (Australia. Australia 
Council, Australia Council Annual Report 1998-99), while in 1993-94 Arts 
Queensland, as state-based agency, spent $110,800 on funding to journals and 
publishers'^. 
As noted above, the Queensland, South Australian and West Australian 
governments provided operational funding to the major not-for-profit publishers 
within their states. Unlike Literature Board or state government project grants 
offered towards a single titie or a group of titles, the states often provided a subsidy 
towards the general operafions of the publisher. The publishing lists of these 
presses often included authors from their local community. University of 
Queensland Press published Nick Earls, Venero Armanno, Kris Olson, Nike 
' From private papers. 
Bourke and Hugh Lunn among a broader list. Fremantle Arts Centte Press 
published West Austtalian writers Morgan Yasbincek and Gail Jones, while 
Wakefield Press published Catherine Murphy from Adelaide. More parochial 
again, was Central Queensland University Press's publication of local writers such 
as David Myers, Marie Mahood and Loma McDonald. Magabala Books, by 
conttast, defined its brief not by region but by culture, emerging behind UQP as 
the second-largest publisher of Indigenous-authored books. Unsurprisingly the 
state-subsidised presses were located outside of Sydney, Melbourne and Canberra. 
The Queensland Government began an investigation of the need for a new 
Indigenous press but this process dissolved with the election of the National-
Liberal Borbidge Govermnent in February 1996. Overall, the levels of operational 
funding for publishers were not high, and far lower than the quantum and 
percentage of subsidy offered to performing arts organisations. Publishers operated 
with different economics from the rest of the subsidised arts-deemed to be a 
largely free market sector that required only moderate subsidy rather than 
fundamental subvention. 
A less visible, but more significant, form of public intervenfion in the 
publishing industry is the maintenance of institutional presses within universities, 
state libraries, museums, and research bodies. Usually these presses operate with a 
mixed commercial-cultural brief, and receive varying levels of infrastmcttiral and 
cash subsidy from their parent institution. Conversely, they seek to profit from the 
expertise within their instittitions in order to broaden the organisations' overall 
income and program base. The Queensland Museum, for example, has drawn on 
the experfise of its research and curatorial staff to publish Don Watson and Judith 
McKay's Queensland Architects in the 19th Century and Geoff Monfieth's The 
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Butterfly man of Kuranda. ABC Books constantly capitalises on its content and 
cross-marketing advantages to generate and promote new titles such Asimov's 
Elephant by Robyn Williams. By using radio and television programs and 
personalities as raw material, and radio and television time to promote the books, 
the publisher pays a dividend back to the national broadcaster. 
Institutional presses are often key contributors to scholarly and non-
commercial or cultural publishing, but these lists exist side-by-side with more 
commercial publishing ventures. University of Queensland Press, the largest 
university press and one of the largest Australian-owned publishers of any type, 
saw its subsidy levels from the university cut throughout the 1990s. This meant a 
significant reduction in UQP's publishing program, but also a move into more 
commercial areas of publishing and the broadening of its income base into allied 
commercial activities such as the university bookshop and cafe. UQP expanded its 
children's and young adult publishing, continued to publish commercially 
successful titles such as Harry Gordon's Australia and the Olympic Games, and 
held onto successful authors such as Peter Carey", while losing a series of mid-list 
authors such as Matthew Condon and Venero Armanno. Perhaps most importantly, 
the institutional presses serve as research and development publishers. Not only do 
they publish books that would otherwise not see the light of day, they open up new 
markets. Laurie MuUer has noted UQP's role in opening up the market for 
Australian fictton in the 1970s, Australian young adult ficfion in the 1980s and 
Indigenous fictton in the 1990s (Muller 221-24). 
-1-1 
This was, at least, the case until 2003 when Peter Carey moved to Random House 
Australia. 
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While Borchardt has written an earlier history of government publishing 
this domain is little discussed. It is difficult to gauge the overall scale of the sector 
or to incorporate it into our market model of the book trade. Most government 
publishing is functional, contributing to specific economic and citizenry projects or 
to the commercial ambitions of government. It often also circumvents traditional 
bookshop distribution processes. But by 2003, the Australian Government 
Publishing Service had been privatised and key publications, such as the Style 
Manual, contracted to commercial publishers, and the Government bookshop 
network closed. 
Industry policy approaches 
While the instruments for the direct subsidy of publishing largely serve cultural 
aims, there are a series of policy instruments which serve micro-economic goals. 
The fashion for these instruments (book bounty [now defunct], print industry 
subsidy, parallel import restrictions. Publish Australia Group Enterprise) fluctuated 
throughout the 1990s in tempo with political fortune. The Labor government years 
saw the advance of these interventions; the Howard governments saw their retreat. 
This account excepts the curiosity of the Book Industry Assistance Package, which 
was introduced at a time of continuing govemment efforts to de-regulate the book 
industry. The package followed from the book's conttnuing, though diminishing, 
status as a cultural object, and the power of industry and cultural lobbies to apply 
pressure around claims to a special status for books. 
Creative Nation represented the high point in govemment constructivist 
culttiral rhetoric. In announcing the introduction of the long-lobbied for Education 
121 
A tVip reform oi Lending Right, the Publish Austtalia Group Enterprises, and me 
There 
copyright, the document mixes national culmral claims with economic one 
is an emphasis on export and global markets and a bid for leadership i 
emerging digital economy. In forming the Australian MuUi-Media Enterprise, 
cooperative multi-media development centres, and through the commission of CD-
ROMs involving "material from our major cultural institufions for Australian 
schools" (Australia. Commonwealth of Australia, Creative Nation), the 
government sought to pre-empt the marketplace. These digital initiatives were 
disconnected from the existing apparatus of the publishing industry (which was 
itself beginning to utilise digital technologies in layout, typesetting, and on-line 
delivery of subscription publications) and did not have lasting impact on the book 
sector. 
In the wake of Creative Nation there was a suite of new, revived and 
declining industry policy measures in place. The second Keating government, out 
of its alliance with the arts community, introduced Education Lending Right— 
which was popular with writers and publishers. Keating, and later Howard, did not, 
however, rescue the Book Bounty program, which subsidised printers, from its 
demise in 1997, eighteen years after its introduction. Successive book industry and 
print industry inquiries in 1979, 1986, 1992 and 1996 had driven a deregulation 
agenda. In 1991 the government introduced the 90/30 day import provisions saving 
the industry from comprehensive import deregulation, but it remained an enduring 
book policy issue through the decade. The Australian-authored-and-published book 
remained a container for conflated economic-nationalist and cultural-nationalist 
causes. 
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While the debate's history reached back into the nineteenth century, its 
visibility waxed and waned. In the 1970s and 1980s, foreign ownership of the local 
book industry was a common issue within the book media, the Australian Book 
Seller and Publisher magazine, Australian Author magazine and the mainstream 
media. By the 1990s, ownership of the Australian publishing industry-while often 
contended-receded from being a visible concern except within the industry press. 
If anything, in the 1990s the focus of public debate about foreign ownership of the 
cultural industries turned instead to the music industry and compact disk imports. 
The increasing globalisation of Australian publishing was not, it seems, a 
concern while the number of Australian-authored books continued to increase. As 
stated earlier between 1948 and 1999-2000 Australian books increased from 15% 
share to a 61% share of the market, although the growth was not uniform across all 
categories. In school textbook markets Australian-sourced books secured 93% of 
the market by 1999/2001, but in fiction and general publishing the figure was less 
than 45% (Printtng Industries Association of Australia and Australian Publishers 
Association 30, 21). In addit.on book exports grew to $110 million in the 1997-98 
year-although S412 m.llion in sales of imported books mean, that Australia 
remained a net book importer (Australia. Australian Bureau of Statistics, Cultural 
Trends in Australia No 9: Australian Book Publishing 1997-98 3). The 
pervasrveness of Australian content is especially tmpressive when compared to the 
film industry where an annual investment of $63.6m by federal and state 
govermnents in feature film in the 1999-2000 year translated into only $58 million 
or 8% of box office in 1999 (Australia. Australian Film Commission 2). 
The book sales figures do not, however, make clear the levels of foreign-
ownership or the sources of capttal in the Australian book industry, or the tmpact 
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of this foreign-dominance on industry politics. There is every indication that while 
Australian-authored books grew in number throughout the decade foreign-
ownership and control of the Austtalian book industry persisted, with the ttade 
market still dominated by a small number of foreign-owned publishers: Penguin 
Books Austtalia, Pan Macmillan, HarperCollins, and Random House Australia. 
This pattern was replicated in the educational market with firms such as John 
Wiley & Sons, Macmillan Education and Addison Wesley Longman dominating. 
The APA, whose members constitute 91% of domestic publishing tumover 
(Australian Publishers Association), weighted voting rights within the association 
to correspond to the turnover levels of individual members. This meant that policy 
positions of APA increasingly reflected the interests of the dominant overseas-
owned publishers. The APA continued to be aggressive on copyright lobbying and 
printing subsidy—because they could comfortably represent the interests of most 
publishers. However, the association was internally divided in its stance on 
questions of foreign ownership and import regulation. Eventually a neutral line on 
foreign ownership, and an increasingly deregulatory stance on parallel imports, 
saw Laurie Muller, former APA president and General Manager of the Australian-
owned University of Queensland Press, resign. With Muller's departure the last 
impulse for a pro-Australian-owned position within the APA eroded, thus 
disarming critique of publishing ownership and policy responses to it. Interest 
shifted from questions about ownership of Australian publishing to quesfions about 
the level of protection (provided by territorial copyright regimes) for Australian-
authored books from cheaper imported books. 
Cultural nationalism questions persisted, but the focus shifted from the 
institution of publishing to the interests of the consumer. Consumer interest was of 
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two counterpoised types. First, there was a concern to ensure access to Australian-
authored books. This called for continuing regulation of territorial copyright 
provisions and some supply support for Australian publishers. Second, there was a 
broader concern to maximise consumer access to books through price deregulation. 
Unsurprisingly, the Howard Government pushed for price reform and 
deregulation reform of parallel import legislation. The 2000 Review of Intellectual 
Property recommended the "repeal of the parallel importation provisions of the 
Copyright Act 1968, with a 12-month ttansitional period allowed for books 
(Australia. Intellectual Property and Competition Review Committee). The 
Australian Booksellers Association supported this view, while the Austtalian 
Society of Authors and the APA opposed it. The APA mounted both cultural 
nationalist and economic nationalist arguments in the media in efforts to maintain 
the existing 30/90-day provisions^^ The APA position to the review was technical, 
arguing that the current regime provided "the right balance of competition and 
protection" and that "the development of Australia as a separate territory for 
copyright purposes gave the major international publishers the confidence to invest 
in the development of local publishing infrastructtire(s)" (Australia. Intellecttial 
Property and Competition Review Committee). There were, however, dissenters 
even from within the ranks of the APA, not least Managing Director of Wiley and 
former President of APBA, Peter Donoughue, who has argued for deregulation. 
In assessing the arguments, we might cautiously say that there is little 
evidence that the processes of globalisation and media conglomeration underway 
^^  Under the 30/90 day provisions the right to control importation of books is lost if the 
book is not published in Australia within 30 days of its publication anywhere else. 
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since the 1970s—which have transformed the stmcture of Australian and 
international publishing—have had detrimental effects on Australian consumer 
interests. Nor, for that matter, have the forces of conglomeration obviously harmed 
the interests of Australian authors or Australian literature. The success of 
Australian books in the domestic market indicates an ability to compete against 
imported ones. Further, globalisation has worked to support increases in Australian 
book exports and the presence of Australian books in world markets. Despite this, 
by the close the decade, the question hung in balance again. It was not to 2003, 
when books were excluded from the Copyright Amendment (parallel importation) 
Bill 2000, that the decade of debate was finalised ("Finally It's Over: No Open 
Market for Books"). 
Australian Book Industry Package 
The Howard Government pro-deregulation push was derailed by the Goods and 
Services Tax (GST). Unlike the United Kingdom, where books remain exempt 
from value-added tax, the Howard Government proposed no exemption. The ABA, 
APA and the ASA were of the same clarion voice in opposition to the GST. The 
debate, while concentrated in industry outlets such as the Australian Author, 
Australian Bookseller and Publisher, and the Weekly Book Newsletter, broke out 
into mainstream media. The book media coverage of the GST campaign turned on 
technical economic quesfions of the price elasticity of demand for Australian 
books—the effect on demand of changes in the price. The APA, ABA and ASA 
argued that the increase in the cost of supply would reduce demand significantly. 
But these were complex issues difficult to treat in the mainstream media. 
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As state earlier, for the mainstream media, the campaign against the GST 
was reduced to a campaign against a "tax on knowledge" ("Keep Books Tax Free") 
which, as John Curtain has observed, worries most people in relation to books. The 
Howard government response to industry lobbying and pressure from the 
Australian Democrats was to cut a deal. The industry lobby could not prevent the 
imposition of the GST on books, but they were able to secure the $240 million 
book industry assistance package to be delivered over three years: 
Educafional Textbook Subsidy Scheme $117.05 million 
Printing Industry Competitiveness Scheme $ 48 million 
Educational Lending Right $ 38 million 
Grants to Prmiary School Libraries $ 27.75 million 
Book Promotion Campaign $ 8 million 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (book industry data) $ 1.2 million 
The plan addressed most phases of book creation, production and distribution, but 
gave only passing acknowledgement to any special status of the book. Instead, 
emphasis was placed on the educational role of books (rather than wider cultural or 
strictly literary functions) and the need assist to industry with the book's transition 
from an untaxed to a taxed commodity (books were not previously subject to sales 
tax). 
Responsibility for the scheme was shared across a number of agencies and 
line departments with no co-ordinating agency. The one-off nature of the package 
meant little industry or media discussion of how this policy package connected to 
existing instmments that regulated the book industry and the literary sphere. Thus 
the ASA, ABA and APA were unable to connect the package to ongoing 
arguments for the continued regulation of the book market (including the 
protection of the local market from American imports), and the Literature Board 
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failed to connect it to their case for additional literary funding—even though they 
were called upon to administer some sections of the package. 
By mid-2002, some initiatives in the package had begun to run out, or, as in 
the case of the Printing Industry Competitiveness Scheme, were cut from the 
2002/03 federal budget before being restored following industry pressure. The 
early indications were that the package had done little to compensate the industry 
for lost sales following the inttoducfion of the GST. The stafistical research funded 
under BIAP revealed a 20% decline in book sales and a 40%) decline in publisher 
profits in the first year after the inttoducfion of the GST. Bookseller profit margins 
were cut to 2.2%). 
The public sphere of literature: the circulating book 
The writing and production of the book do not maximise its economic or social 
utility. This is not achieved until the book is read or comsumed. This view seems 
implicit in the government shift in the 1990s to demand-side support of the arts 
industry, and its ongoing employment of the book in various social, educational 
and civic projects, including libraries, writers' festivals, literary prizes and reading 
programs. While government-funded literary prizes play high stattis and are, 
usually, but for no clear reason the province of state governments, schemes such as 
the One Book One Brisbane campaign utilise the book as a demotic token. 
Govemment spending on libraries constitutes the largest category of 
culttiral subvention. In 1998/99 the three levels of government expended $756 
million, with $412 million from the local government, $298 million from the states 
and $46 million from the federal government. If university library spending is 
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included, the federal figure would be considerably higher. Despite cuts in some 
areas of government culttiral expenditure, such as ftinding for the Australian 
Broadcasting Corporation, the Australian Film Commission, and the Australia 
Council, there was little questioning of library funding. At the same time, while 
there were few people arguing to reduce library funding—libraries found it 
difficult to secure new money. 
The 1990s saw some erosion of the place of the book within the concepfion of the 
library. Instead, the nineteenth-century role of libraries as an instimfion of public 
educafion was resurrected under the rubric of life-long learning. This mutability 
reflected the centrality of libraries within government culttiral services and their 
propinquity to the knowledge economy, but neglected that, for many, the primary 
ftmction of libraries remains free access to books. In 2001, 57% of aduhs were 
members of a public library, with 39% borrowing books at least once a month and 
20% of all books read being acquired from a library (ACNielsen). Of course, not 
all library funds pertain to books, but the national expenditure on book stock 
constittites a significant source of market demand and, perhaps also, a significant 
displacement of individual book demand—Public Lending Right and Educational 
Lending Right are provided to authors and publishers as compensation for this 
displaced demand. 
Library book stock, library system participation m reading campaigns, and 
their relationship to organisations such as writers' centres and the Children's Book 
Council help to organise reading culture. The City of Brisbane, for example, used 
its 32-branch library service as the key infrastmcttire in its 2002 One Book One 
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Brisbane program, which encouraged community reading and discussion of Peter 
Carey's True History of the Kelly Gang. 
If the book remained important in the 1990s, the author became fundamental. The 
massive literary celebrity of Twain, Dickens and Tolstoy in the nineteenth century 
had long ago alerted publishers and the media to the tradeable nature of authorial 
identity. In the 1990s, however, mass mediation of literary product brought an 
unheralded concentration on authorial identity and narrative. Authorial identity 
proved to be mutable, and authors' lives proved to be more attractive stories to the 
media than their own books. Government, in the provision of literary prizes, the 
support of writers' festivals and even in the commission of international cultural 
delegations increasing bought into a culture of literary celebrity rather than 
processes of literary development. 
As Deborah Stevenson has noted, state governments, particularly, have 
supported event-based cultural tourism and sought to project the cultural aspect of 
capital city identity (Art and Organisation 89-94). Funding for writers' festivals 
increased alongside their public popularity and their use by publishers as launch 
pads for books and authors. While the biennial Adelaide Writers' Week remained 
the premier event, drawing major intemational names alongside the major 
Australian ones; the festivals in the other mainland capitals increased in size. In 
New South Wales and Queensland, where there were substantial state and local 
government funds for regional arts development, significant regional writers' 
events were established: Byron Bay Writers Festival, Voices on the Coast 
(Maroochydore) and Somerset Celebrafion of Literature (Gold Coast). Prizes 
funded by state governments (in Queensland, Victoria and South Australia) were 
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increasingly tied into the festivals. In Queensland the links with govermnent went 
so close that each year a poetry reading-Readings in the Red Chamber-was held 
in the defunct upper house. 
Even the Howard Coalifion Govemment, whose relations with the literary 
community-^utside conservative figures such as Les Murray and Nicholas 
Hasluck-were sttained, was happy to use writers as part of its Centenary of 
Federation celebration in Austtalia and London. In 2000 the federal govermnent 
sponsored the Heads Up-Austtalian Arts 100 Festival in London which included 
a substantial roster of Austtalian writers: Germaine Greer, David Malouf, Peter 
Carey, John Kinsella, Frank Moorhouse, Elliot Pearlman, Tim Winton, Melissa 
Lucashenko and Kate Grenville (among others). 
Altogether the interventions of government—libraries, funded events, 
awards-oonstittite a substantial effort to order and reinforce the operation of 
literattire and books with the wider public sphere. Govermnent embraced the book 
as both an everyday conttibutton to social order and education, and as a high-status 
totem of cultural development and debate. 
Invisible policies 
Media, academic and industry commentary focused its account of the general 
relations of government and publishing on select interventions by the state 
including publishers' grants from the Literattire Board, literary prizes, and the 
domestic-market implications of territorial copyright provisions. This masked the 
existence of the larger, if unco-ordinated, policy regime for publishing, literature 
and the book. Many of the policy features are of such long standing, such as 
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copyright or obscenity legislation, as to become near invisible or at least 
naturalised features on the literary landscape. Likewise programs such as Public 
Lending Right, Book Bounty, book export programs, and libraries (despite the 
scale of subvention) are so mundane as to attract little comment. While new 
economy developments, including the mutability and tradability of digitised 
intellectual property, led to significant copyright reform and debate, little 
discussion was focused on the book. 
Throughout the 1990s, the censorship regime continued its oversight of 
book releases, although the only notable controversies were the release and 
banning in Queensland of Madonna's photo-essay Sex and Bret Easton Ellis's 
novel American Psycho. Due to their Category 1 coding by the Office of Film and 
Literature Classification they were officially unavailable in Queensland; although, 
often enough, American Psycho could be found on sale in a plastic wrapper. 
Instead, censorship debate and policy development bypassed the book to focus on 
film, computer games and, towards the end of the 1990s, the internet. 
Debate over defamation law provisions was minimal, except for some 
grumblings after the highest-profile case for the decade: Abbott and Costello 
versus Random House Australia. The acfion was taken against Random House for 
its publication of Bob Ellis's political memoirs Goodbye Jerusalem: Night 
Thoughts of a Labor Outsider. On 5 March 1999, Jusfice Higgins of the ACT 
Supreme Court handed down judgement in this matter, finding that the relevant 
passage in the book was defamatory of each of the plaintiffs. The Judge awarded 
Peter Costello $74,000, his wife Tanya Costello $90,000, Tony Abbott $66,000 
and his wife Margaret Abbott $47,500. This media interest was, however, the 
exception. 
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Likewise there was little attentton paid to the increased state govemment 
funding for publishing and literature, except where a Literature Board style conflict 
could be manufactured, such as the Brisbane's Sunday MaU reporting of grants to 
novelist Venero Armanno (mentioned earlier). Such debates, along with the high-
profile attack on the Literature Board by Les Murray, made government 
involvement in the support and regulation of literature and publishing seem more 
contingent and vulnerable than the extensive program actually was. Most literature 
funding and policy mechanisms, excepting perhaps Literattire Board funding and 
the component parts of the Book Industry Assistance Package, are well fixed in 
place. Less clear is the overall purpose and co-ordination of book and literature 
policy. The sharing of responsibility for the book across many levels and parts of 
government means there has been little thought about its overall development and 
role. 
The Literature Board has provided only limited policy leadership in areas 
outside its immediate programs. This partly follows from the denuding of the board 
of its policy power in the mid-1990s as part of the re-structure of the Austtalia 
Council, but also from the board's narrow focus on "excellence" and writers, rather 
than on the wider role of the book. While, for obvious reasons, the performing arts 
related boards—which dominate the council—have been concerned with the health 
of their funded organisation, the Literature Board has focused on the individual 
writer. Publishing, viewed as free market sector, despite the range of intervenfions 
listed above, has been beyond the board's horizon and budget. 
Without overview by any single agency, or consideration under any 
consolidated plan, publishing and literary policy has been a bureaucratic lacuna. 
We have policy but no co-ordinated drivers. Individual agencies have individual 
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responsibilities, but there is no overall shape to or carriage of policy. This might 
seem a disaster until it is noted that neither has there been significant industry or 
community call for co-ordinated policy development and overview, beyond reflex 
reaction to adverse effects of the GST on national booksales. 
The arrival of creative industries theory and the development of initial 
creative industries policy positions present the best hope for redress of this policy 
oversight. The federal government and the state governments, following on from 
the United Kingdom example, have begun to consider how to develop the aheady 
significant scale of the creative industries, as part of a broader interest in 
knowledge-economy development. By default, the Book Industry Assistance 
Package represents a prototype for a creative industry policy approach to 
publishing. There, an amalgam of policy instruments and policy goals are directed 
at an increasingly new economy-enabled knowledge-industry with export potential 
and of cultural significance. 
At the close of the 1990s the book and publishing industry was left in the 
yoke of a range of policy instruments ranging in age from 300 years (copyright) to 
only one year (the Book Industry Assistance Package). From the glamorous to the 
mundane these instruments, despite a lack of co-ordination, act to support the 
book, writers and reading as central objects, identities and activifies at the heart of 
national social, cultural and economic life. 
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Case Study: Queensland literary culture since Joh 
On 5 September 2002, on page eight of the giveaway weekly City News—below a 
brief item speculating on the likelihood of a visit to Brisbane by Hollywood actor 
Vin Diesel—the following news item appeared: 
Nick on Move: Top Brissie author and tourism icon Nick Earis had 
somewhere better to watch the fireworks on Saturday than South 
Bank. The writer was spotted walking across the Victoria Bridge 
about an hour before the start. ("Nick on Move") 
A few months before this unusual celebrity sighfing, the Queensland Writers 
Centre circulated an email which read, in part: "Please join us in welcoming John 
Birmingham back to Brisbane. [...] Celebrations start 5pm at Verve Bar and 
Restaurant, Metto Arts Basement, 109 Edward Street. Thursday 9 May" 
(Queensland Writers Centre). How could it be that by 2002, after decades of 
dspartures, a party was now held to welcome Gonzo writer John Birmingham back 
to the Queensland he fled ten years previous, or that it was news that novelist Nick 
Earls watched the Riverfire event from the Victoria Bridge? 
The relations between Brisbane/Queensland and the "literary" changed in 
the 1990s. Queensland and Brisbane have significant histories as sites of literary 
acfivity (See Sheahan-Bright and Glover "Introduction). Since 1990, however, the 
growth in the visibility, complexity and importance of the institution of 
Queensland literature has been marked, as has the role of the literary in the wider 
transformation of the state. While the media has tended to focus on the successes 
of a small number of writers and texts, the transformations in the relations of the 
city/state and the literary seem to follow as much from institutional change as from 
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any sudden literariness within the state. The utilisation of the "literary" as a 
symbolic commodity (while the economic significance of the book has declined in 
comparative sense); the wholesale "statefication" and institutional organisation of 
the literary sphere (where normally a separation between the state and the literary 
is presumed); and the co-option of mass media and celebrity-formation strategies 
by literary figures and institutions—underpinned the new literary success. 
As stated earlier, this case study provides an account of the developing 
administrative strucmres, government activity, narratives of change, group 
identities and professional practices which constitute the institution of literature in 
Queensland. I particularly focus on "lad fiction" novelist Nick Earls's role as the 
face of the 20002 Brisbane Marketing campaign, as indicative of a ttansformafion 
in the relations of writers and the media in the city of Brisbane. 
In the 1990s, Brisbane and Queensland changed in ways that have been widely 
remarked upon. Only a few years before, the city and the state were usually 
presented as places inhospitable to writers. Yet, as Mary-Rose MacColl argues, the 
state had always been a fertile breeding ground for writers, "Queensland grew or 
imported so many writers [...] they should make us eat them so we'd know they 
tasted the same as us" (20). But unforttinately, while Queensland was the physical 
home for many writers, it was, for some, an uncomfortable one. As Gerard Lee 
writes: 
I can only imagine what David Malouf, Rodney Hall and Tom 
Shapcott must have endured growing up (here) as kids during the 
war and as teenagers during the fifties. They seem to have brought 
poems out of the dead land. ("Harpo" 62) 
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As a result, many worthy writers left. Writing in the early 1980s at the apogee of 
conservative political domination, Ross Fitzgerald identified a diaspora of 
Queensland writers. David Malouf, Thea Astley, William Yang, Susan Johnson, 
Robyn Davidson, Tom Shapcott, Gerard Lee and Rodney Hall were dispersed, 
leaving: 
Remarkably few novelists, poets and dramatists [...] remain in the 
state. [Only] David Rowbotham, literary editor of Brisbane's 
Courier-Mail, the elderly Xavier Herbert in north Queensland, 
Nancy Cato at Noosa and the poet Bruce Dawe at Toowoomba 
remain in the cultural wasteland that is Queensland. (From 1915 to 
the Early 1980s 633-34) 
Romantic and anti-Romantic mythologies are obviously at play here: 
writers as hyper-sensitive sufferers; alienation as a catalyst for creativity; 
Queensland as a cultural vacuum, and Brisbane as a hick town. These pervasive 
views, in accounts of Queensland's culture, have sprung most readily, in a 
denigrating and perhaps self-justifying way, from the mouths of those who left. 
This can be balanced against Don Mumo's view that "nobody talked about 
Brisbane being a cultural desert [...] it was something dreamed up by joumalists 
from elsewhere" (qtd. in Priest 17). Joan Priest, in quoting Mumo in her memoir of 
Queensland culttiral life from the 1950s to 1990, The Literary Precipice, attempts 
to portray Brisbane's small but active literary community. It was not quite the pre-
war Brisbane of Jack Lindsay and Brian Penton, but, as Mary-Rose MacColl has 
also pointed out, by the 1970s the city's literary activity was organised around a 
number of enterprises. 
Makar Press, Jacaranda Press and University of Queensland Press drew on 
a local poetry scene which had been active since the 1960s, feattrring a number of 
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important Australian poets: Judith Wright, John Blight, Rodney Hall, David 
Malouf, Oodgeroo Noonucal, Judith Rodriguez, David Rowbotham, Bruce Dawe 
and, into the 1970s, Michael Sariban, Manfred Jurgensen and Philip Neilsen. As 
elsewhere, poetry dominated local literary publishing. From the early 1960s the 
annual Warana Writers' Weekend gathered local figures associated with the 
Fellowship of Australian Writers, like Joan Priest and poet Maureen Freer, along 
with national writers (Hal Porter, AD Hope) and the occasional intemational 
(Allan Ginsberg). For Priest, a highlight was the visit of American novelist John 
Updike, who in 1978 had a novel. The Coup, published by University of 
Queensland Press. The University of Queensland itself provided refuge to a 
number of important figures: Judith Wright as the university statistician; while Val 
Vallis, David Rowbotham and David Malouf taught at different times in the 
English Department. 
The healthy local poetry scene was not, however, compensation for 
Brisbane's distance from the small but developing national literary media and 
publishing infrastructure, nor for the persistent difficulty local writers faced 
securing Literature Board funding. While Oodgeroo Noonucal and Xavier Herbert 
were Queensland-based national figures who departed from the mainstream of the 
national literattire, largely the Queensland literary scene lacked institutional 
organisation. At best, the state maintained an interesting but provincial literature 
which struggled to have national or international impact. 
But if Fitzgerald's case for Queensland's cultural occlusion is overstated, it 
seems more accurate of the period after 1970—the Joh years. Despite the 
introductton of state-based arts funding in 1968—Queensland was the first state to 
establish a dedicated arts-funding body—the city/state became inhospitable to 
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many writers, and the state government hostile to some. Fitzgerald himself has 
written about the legal difficulties of writing contemporary history in Queensland 
(Fitzgerald and Dickie). The political turn in the work of Queensland writers such 
as Errol O'Neill, Ralph Summy, Barry O'Donoghue, and Tom Shapcott (who was 
yet to depart) seemed fuelled by the counter-cultural and youth-cultural movements 
being drawn into conflict with the conservative and at times oppressive Joh Bjelke-
Petersen regime. Gerard Lee has stated that art as subversive action was his starting 
point for being a writer in Queensland in the 1970s, even though his work dwelt on 
personal or sexual politics ("Harpo" 61). The political agenda of other artists was 
more naked: the Poets Union, radical poets like John Manifold, Matt Foley and 
Oodgeroo, the Cane Toad Times and the proto-punk band The Saints. 
In contrast to writers of the 1990s, like Armanno, Earls and Birmingham, 
who were to re-discover the charm of Brisbane, for many earlier writers—Malouf, 
Lee, Hall, Morgan Smith and most profoundly Steven Herrick—Brisbane was 
synonymous with anonymous development and cultural erasure: 
A great little city, Dallas of the South, Johannesburg of the East, 
Bhopla of the West and Antarctica of the North, with no history, 
less architecture and a penchant for selling to the highest bidder. 
(Herrick qtd. in Sheahan-Bright and Glover xx) 
Ross Fitzgerald has argued that indirect censorship—hostile intervention in 
joumalism, secondary and tertiary education curricula—was as significant as the 
direct censorship of film, theatre, and literature in maintaining a climate of culmral 
oppression ("Censorship in Queensland 1954-83"). Direct censorship, marked from 
1954 but stronger after 1972, targeted works from elsewhere and saw 
comparatively few Queensland-generated works banned. A number of important 
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books (including as mentioned above Madonna's Sex book and Bret Easton Ellis's 
American Psycho) remain banned in Queensland. Some institutions, such as the 
State Library of Queensland, in its shredding of books of Robert Mapplethorpe 
photographs in the mid-1980s, responded to the climate of oppression with 
embarrassingly compliant acts of self-censorship. 
The choice to stay or to go was both political and professional. Some 
recently departed writers flourished: Tom Shapcott, David Malouf, Robyn 
Davidson, Thea Astley, Janette Turner Hospital. But most writers who stayed in 
Brisbane throughout the 1970s and 1980s were all but invisible. Hugh Lunn, Bruce 
Dawe, Bill Scott and Gary Crew received some acknowledgement and fashioned 
careers here, but many worthy writers—Manfred Jurgensen, David Rowbotham, 
Philip Neilsen, Errol O'Neill, and Henry Reynolds among them—laboured here 
without recognition either within or outside the state. Unhappily, a lack of 
freelance journalism opportunittes, a shortage of publishing houses, the absence of 
the emerging film and television industry infrastructure, and the blindness of 
national media to Queensland writers limited the processes of professionalism that 
were underway in Sydney and Melbourne. Local writers' work circulated only 
within small local communities and without much acknowledgement. As John 
Birmingham noted, "nobody cares about your cred in Brisbane, because nobody 
has any of their own" (154). After 1970, as the nafional literary infrastmcture 
developed and the Literature Board was established, it was not just politics, but 
money, that drove writers from the state. A happy amateurism—organised around 
the Fellowship of Austtalian Writers and a phalanx of poets already resigned to 
penury—persisted for some. Ambitious young writers, however, continued to leave 
the state to seek fortune elsewhere, including novelists Susan Johnson, Gerard Lee 
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and Matthew Condon. Lee, dramatically, has suggested that for some writers if 
they did not leave Job's Queensland they could settle into such a despond that 
suicide was the only way out, naming lost young writers Ian Roberts, Eugene 
Schmetzer and Salvatore Esposito ("Harpo" 67). 
Institutional change 
By contrast the 1990s was a decade of real literary development. Co-incident with 
the fall of the National Party government in 1989 was an escalation of Queensland 
literary activity supported by government, local literary organisations, and the 
commitment of individual writers. The apparatus of literary advocacy, professional 
development, textual production, textual development, (local, national and 
international) publication and networking, book circulation, and promotion were 
each transformed. 
These transformations were linked to specific cultural, political and 
institutional transformations within Queensland—Mary-Rose MacColl likens it to 
the effect of ethelyne in accelerating the ripening of fmit (29)—but they were also 
part of national and global transformations in the function of literary markets, the 
production and mediation of authorial identity, the operation of publishing houses 
and the organisation of literary institutions. If Queensland writers were 
increasingly globalised in the 1990s—that is, represented by agents, published, 
reviewed and consumed elsewhere—so were writers from provincial cultures 
everywhere. These specific transformations allowed Queensland writers to go 
national and global from Brisbane—rather than by leaving Brisbane. Southem 
agents and publishers came to Brisbane to sign up writers at the writers' festival. 
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The changes in both the local and national institutional conditions for production, 
transmission and recepfion of literature made literary success possible for 
Queensland writers. The networks of "wannabe" writers, to writers, to agents, to 
publishers, to bookshops, and into the discursive sphere of the media, the academy, 
and the library were growing ever denser and more complex. There were a number 
of radio and television book program pieces on what was happening in 
Queensland. By mid-decade, there was a new "productive parochialism" in the 
media, in the strategies of bookshops around "Brisbaneness". 
The acceleration in the development of the state's literary culture was 
coincident with, and supported by, the transformation of govemment literary 
policy. In 1991 Premier Goss, then also Arts Minister, released the Arts Review 
Committee's Queensland: A State for the Arts report on arts funding and policy. 
The report updated the state govemment arts funding apparatus on a mini-Australia 
Council model through the inttoducfion of peer assessment, a progressive, diverse 
development agenda, funding for individual artists (as a corrective to the low 
number of grants from the Australia Council achieved by Queenslanders), and 
faux-arms-length funding (Glover and Cunningham). In placing some priority on 
funding for writing alongside visual arts, regional arts development, and 
Indigenous arts the report stated: 
Submissions [...] referred to the difficulty of being a writer in 
Queensland. It is possible for only a few to contemplate working 
full-time as a writer and expect to earn a reasonable living. 
(Queensland. Arts Committee) 
Before Goss, support for writing was less than $100,000 per year. In 1990 funding 
went to the Writers' Train, to the publication of the Queensland Writer magazine 
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(which would be closed down soon after), to a part-time Literattire Officer 
position, to the recently established Imago magazine, to Warana Writers' Week 
and to the Queensland Writers Centte (as seed ftinding). State Govemment funding 
for writers meant that it grew quickly through the early 1990s to be $657,000 by 
1994 and nearly $1 million (across govemment) by 2000, not counting the $30 
million state govermnent funding for the state library and the public library 
service'^ This $1 million was made up of ftinding to individual writers, writing 
organisafions, wrhers' festivals and events, publishers, small magazines, and by 
1999, the Premier's Literary Awards. By the end of the decade Queensland had the 
highest levels of literature funding of any state. 
Initially large amounts of funding went to individual writers. In 1993, more 
than $300,000, including grants for ten poets, was provided. The low tangible 
outcomes of these programs meant that by the mid-1990s support was focused on 
more established writers and "surer-bets" such as Gary Crew, Venero Armamio 
and Nick Earls, who were likely to produce a novel that would be published. In 
2000, however, the grants schemes were further reviewed and small-grant funding 
swmig back to emerging writers such as Cath Hart and Rebekah Scott. The 
individual grants were a site of regular polifical and media controversy. In the first 
round of funding in 1992 a $30,000 fellowship was given to Hugh Lunn by a panel 
under the chairmanship of his publisher Laurie Muller. Jack Lumi, the editor of the 
Courier-Mail, denounced his brother and the program in the paper. Also, as 
menfioned eariier, in 2000, The Sunday Mail crittcised Venero Armamio for 
receiving $155,000 from the state and federal government over an eight-year 
" These figures come from my own experience as Manager for Writing and Publishing at 
Arts Queensland 1992-96. 
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period. It was Helen Darville, however, who created the greatest sttr for her receipt 
in 1994 of $13,500 towards the wrifing of a novel about an abduction on 
Brisbane's south-side. The Courier-Mad, after a freedom of information 
submission, revealed that Darville, in making her applicafion as Helen Demidenko, 
claimed Ukrainian parentage. Questions in parliament followed, with Arts Minister 
Foley defending the grant on the basis that: 
The panel considered a sample of Ms Darville's work, her resume 
and the awards she had won in assessing the literary merit of her 
application. As to the information concerning the applicant's ethnic 
background, this was accepted on its face in the absence of any 
evidence to the contrary at the time. The Chair of the Writing 
Assessment panel. Professor Graeme Turner, has subsequently 
confirmed [...] that: 'whilst her (Ms Darville's) nomination of 
herself as a person of non-English speaking background was noted 
by the panel, the over-riding criteria for the panel was artistic merit 
and the track record of the author as demonstrated by her recent 
success in achieving publication of her work, supportive critical 
reviews and awards for her wrifing. The panel's view was that 
Helen was the outstanding emerging writer in that round'. 
("Statement Number 539") 
Funding for individuals proved vital to the development of a generation of writers 
and even to the delivery of particular projects, for example Nick Earls's Zigzag 
Street was written while on an Arts Queensland grant. The programs, however, are 
likely to have as many failures as successes, to remain open to media and public 
crittcism, and to be subject to competing calls on the arts dollar. 
Perhaps as important as grants for individual writers were cash and policy support 
for the development of infrastructure. When the decade began there was little 
permanent infrastructure aside from University of Queensland Press. The Press 
received $15,000 from the Arts Division for the staging of the David Unaipon 
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Prize (which Mary-Rose MacColl suggests was the single most important initiative 
in the development of Queensland writing" (23)), and maintained, mainly through 
Australia Council subsidy, a modest Queensland focus to their publishing program, 
including by the early 1990s Angelika Fremd, Hugh Lunn, Nick Earls, Venero 
Armanno, Matthew Condon, Janette Turner Hospital, John Blight, David Malouf s 
poetry, Gerard Lee, Mabel Edmond, Sue Gough, and Herb Wharton. While UQP 
remains central to the sustenance of the state's literary activity, from the early 
1990s its infrastructural role was shared by a range of new or re-invented 
organisations: the Queensland Writers Centre Association, Brisbane Writers 
Festival, Central Queensland University Press, Somerset Literature Festival, 
Voices on the Coast, Playlab, Interplay, (passingly) the Queensland Poetry 
Festival, and, from 2001, the Fesfival of Ideas. 
Each of these organisations provided developmental programs at the core 
of Queensland literary activity: readings, workshops, festivals and events, 
publishing lists. Writers often operated within a network of ever more dense 
institutional adhesions. The playwright Angela Betzien, for example, participated 
in workshop programs run by Playlab, La Boite and Queensland Theatre Company 
and had her work presented by Queensland Theatre Company and smaller 
unfunded companies. The novelist Mary-Rose MacColl accepted commissions and 
workshop work from the Queensland Writers Centre, as well as participafing in a 
number of writers' fesfivals and doing freelance joumalism for the Courier-MaU. 
None of this is surprising, just more possible. 
In the 1990s, as wrifing infrastructure was transformed, and the visibility 
and success of Queensland's writers magnified, the Literature Board of the 
Australia Council seemed to have suspiciously little to do with it. The Literature 
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Board funding to Queensland remained disquietingly low. While reacfionary critics 
like Gerard Ross have defended the low retums to the state (8), others have taken 
strong actton against the board. In 1993, the Queensland Poets' Association figure 
Robert Hughes began a campaign against low levels of Literature Board funding 
compared to other states. The Board responded by holding a Board meefing in 
Queensland and producing figures that consistently indicated that Queensland 
Writers, when they applied, were successful at a higher rates than the national 
average; they just rarely applied. Ironically, the biggest year of individual funding 
to Queensland writers, 1994, in which 13 grants out of 90 nationally were awarded 
to writers in the state, followed a campaign by Arts Queensland to increase levels 
of application to their federal counterparts. Perhaps more important was the 
board's consistent support of University of Queensland Press through publishing 
grants for new fiction and poetry, and small but consistent amounts of support for 
the Queensland Writers Centre and the Brisbane Writers Festival. By 2002, 
Queensland application levels to the Australia Council overall remained so low, 
and state government criticism of the federal funder so persistent, that a council 
position was created in Brisbane in order to address the problem. 
Towards the end of the 1990s, in contrast to writer-focused funding early in 
the decade, there was new government interest in the visibility of writing, the 
symbolic employment of Queensland writers and writing, and in the public life of 
books. At the most basic level this meant the revamp of the state's and Brisbane's 
public library systems—both of which were underfunded compared to elsewhere. 
Simultaneous with a drift in library rhetoric away from "the book" towards 
libraries as information managers and institutions of life-long learning 
(Queensland. State Library of Queensland, Future Directions 6-7), were 
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substamial increases in funding for book stock—all Queensland government 
ftinding for public libraries being tied to this end as local government picked up 
staffing and other costs. While the Mackay City Library is the only public library 
in Queensland with a strong Austtalian-fiction focused collecfion policy, in 2002 
the Brisbane City Council, mimicking campaigns in Chicago and Seattle, staged its 
first One Book One Brisbane campaign. Peter Carey's True History of the Kelly 
Gang (published by University of Queensland Press) was the focus for a month of 
readings, discussion and even an author visit. The Brisbane City Council also 
began to reinforce the idea of a "Brisbane literature" through the launch at the 1996 
Brisbane Writers Festival of the Brisbane Literary Trail down Albert Stteet in the 
City. Thirty brass plaques, featuring quotes about Brisbane from the work of local 
writers, was launched by Thea Astley. 
The endpoint of this re-invention of government's relationship with 
literature was the establishment of the Queensland Premier's Literary Awards. This 
$150,000 suite of awards, alongside the existing Steele Rudd Award for Ficfion 
and the Unaipon Award for unpublished Indigenous writing, were the most 
generous of their kind in Austtalia. In Parliament the Premier claimed: 
The midnight oil is being bumed in hundreds of homes around 
Queensland and the sound of keyboards being pounded can be 
heard across the state as authors polish their manuscripts in the 
hope of realising their dreams. (Queensland. Legislafive Assembly, 
"Ministerial Statement 1354: Premier's Literary Awards-the Hon. 
Peter Beattie") 
The awards, the establishment of the Brisbane Institute, the Festival of Ideas and 
the Courier-Mad $30,000 Book of the Year Award for a book stimulating public 
debate represented overt attempts to create a space for the circulation and contest 
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of public ideas—government sponsorship for the creation of a public sphere. This 
seemed to follow from Queensland's marginalisation within national public 
debates and the lack of scale, advenmrousness and diversity within the local media 
demanded greater state action. The most peculiar of these paradoxical state 
interventions to create a space for "free" ideas is the Queensland Government's 
prize for playwriting—a state-sponsored award for playwrights to produce work 
about Queensland public life. It was a clear departure from the censorious culture 
and censorship legislatton of the Joh years. 
In the new century, a new generation of cultural policy issues surfaced: the 
arts as industry and enterprise. The "Smart State" agenda, the rubric under which 
the second Beattie government gathered all its concerns, includes a government 
commitment to creative industries development within the Creative Queensland 
policy document. Here, the creafive enterprises are conceived as "fuel" for "new 
jobs and businesses" (Queensland. Arts Queensland, Creative Queensland). While 
at the beginning of the decade writers were valued for provision of warmth, 
excitement, drama, entertainment and means of expressing and challenging ideas 
(Queensland. Arts Committee), the 2002 state arts policy suggested that writers 
were also valuable as content providers. 
In an environment where old-fashioned social justice and aesthetic arguments for 
the arts began to falter. Arts Minister Foley became less effective in securing new 
funds for the portfolio. Under the policy inifiafive the biggest new client for Arts 
Queensland would not be artists but the rest of government as the agency 
repositioned itself to lever whole-of-government funds into arts and creative 
enterprise areas (Queensland. Arts Queensland, Creative Queensland). In a parallel 
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process to the development of the new arts policy. Arts Queensland undertook a 
review of writing and literature policy. While a closed process of review, the 
outcomes were expected to be made public in 2003 (Queensland. Arts Queensland, 
Writing in Queensland Review: Terms of Reference). 
At a local government level there was no new support for writers as 
chroniclers and storytellers; in fact, over the decade support for the Brisbane 
writers festival dwindled, but in 2002 Fantastic Queensland, a cluster of fantasy 
writers, received $20,000 from the Brisbane City Council to invesfigate publishing 
and professional development opportunifies (Fantastic Queensland). This interest 
in the economic potential of geme fiction seemed to be the endpoint of a decade-
long retreat in support for the arts based on elitist aesthefic concems represented by 
the Literature Board's binding criterion of "excellence". Already in 1991 Arts 
Queensland had chosen to support "wrifing" rather than "literature", on the basis of 
"artisfic merit", which, unhke "excellence", incorporated equity and social jusfice 
considerations. By the end of the decade, for many areas of government (engaging 
with writers and in the arts), economic concems were paramount. 
The Queensland Writers Centte has been centtal to the organisation of 
writtng and the promotton of writing within the state since its establishment in 
1990. Formed out of two years' work by a steering committee representing long-
standing writers' groups, the QWC was a response to the Queensland branch of the 
Fellowship of Austtalian Writers' venue problems and a shared interest of 
government and writers in an advocacy organisation for the sector. Founding Chair 
Craig Mumo promised a representative organisafion in which: 
no form of wrhing is excluded and none is given favoured status. 
Poets, children's writers, playwrights, story tellers, novelists. 
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joumalists, community writers, family historians, screen, radio and 
song writers, commentators are all welcome—along with others 
exploring new and previously unchartered areas of literary 
creafivity. (Mumo qtd. in Beaton) 
Initial funding from the Arts Division was $25,000 and $40,000 from the 
Literature Board. This was enough for the centre to open its doors and employ a 
co-ordinator, Robyn Sheahan, from January 1991. While the QWC membership 
grew quickly from 120 at the founding annual general meeting in 1990 to 1500 in 
1994 (Beaton), the centre never met the aim of representing all types of writers. 
The pre-existence of Playlab (for playwrights), the Australian Writers' Guild 
(catering for screenwriters), the Australian Society of Authors (for prose writers) 
and the establishment in 1992 of the Queensland Poets' Association, meant that 
QWC tended to focus on the needs of hobbyist and semi-professional prose 
writers. While popular in Brisbane, the centre faced difficulty delivering 
significant services to regional Queensland. 
Despite limited resources, the QWC, under Sheahan-Bright's leadership, 
became the largest and most successful writers' centre in the country. It provided a 
focal point for industry advocacy, advice to government, non-tertiary-based 
ttaining and professional development, job referral services, w/riter promotion, 
general information and, most hnportantly, an esprU de corps. From 1997, under 
Hilary Beaton's directorshiji^-and with greater pressure on funds—the centte 
corporatised its services and focused on markefing the state's writers. The QWC, 
particulariy after moving into its Metro Arts Building premises in 1999, became 
less accessible as a physical centre for writers and more a fee-for-service deliverer. 
These services became more professionalised, and, as typified by the annual public 
reading program, Wordpool, better marketed. Along with the transformed interest 
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of the local media in writers, and the re-invemed Brisbane Writers Festival, the 
QWC propelled writers into the public mind. 
While being the progeny of several other writing organisations, the QWC 
was to outgrow all and outlast several. The Queensland Poets' Association folded 
in 1994 after its state government ftmding was withdrawn, while the Fellowship of 
Austtalian Writers (Qld), the Society of Women Writers (Qld), Australian Writers' 
and Artists' Guild, and the Multicultural Writers were to struggle on before 
folding. Playlab established permanent staff and premises in the mid-1990s after 
receiving operational ftinding from Arts Queensland. But by the end of the decade, 
despite new venmres such as the Fantastic Queensland fantasy-writing cluster, the 
QWC, with 2000 members and an annual turnover of $600,000, remained the key 
service deliverer and facilitator of development in the landscape. 
The 1994 Arts Training Queensland report Writing & Publishing Training 
Needs in Queensland adopted the industry position that writers are born not made, 
and placed priority instead on business and technical skills ttaining in the areas of 
"copyright and conttacts, computers, scriptwrifing, grammar, CD Rom, and 
collaborative wrifing" (Yore and Pollard). Despite this position, and despite the 
expansion of short course offerings in these technical areas from the QWC and the 
Society of Editors (Qld), the biggest growth in the decade was to be in creafive 
writing programs. 
Queensland universities had long offered individual units in creative 
writing, but from 1994 the University of Queensland offered the state's first degree 
award in creative writing (Master of Arts in Creative Writing). QUT and Griffith 
University followed soon after, including undergraduate courses. These 
developments, prompted by sttident demand and the wholesale expansion in 
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creative writing courses elsewhere, drew some crificism for fostering "sameness" 
(K. Wilson), but were remarkably successful in pinpointing promising new writers 
such as Mary-Rose MacColl, RD Lappan, Kim Wilkins, Komninos, Ingrid 
Woodrow, and Alasdair Duncan, and—in the instance of Bronwyn Lea, Nike 
Bourke, Nerida Newton, and Venero Armarmo—they helped produce prize-
winning work. 
In a wider sense the programs were part of a process of clearing pathways 
to professionalism for Queensland writers: short and degree courses, writing 
grants, literary prizes (including the Premier's Literary Awards, the Arts Minister's 
prizes for poetry and short fiction, the State Library of Queensland Young Writers 
Award, and the Somerset College prizes), Queensland-centric publishing efforts by 
University of Queensland Press, the establishment of local literary agents and 
stronger connections to literary agents and publishers elsewhere. In the early and 
mid-1990s the Vogel Award had been important in changing the profile of 
Queensland writing with three winners from the state in four years. In the early and 
mid-1990s a number of the successful younger writers (including Armanno, 
McGahan, Earls, and MacColl) made professional and personal links with the 
"black pack" of younger publishers and agents who came to dominate senior 
posifions in publishing houses during the decade (including Jane Palfreyman, 
Fiona Inglis, Sophie Cunningham, Clare Forster). Inglis, for example, who joined 
Curtis Brown as an agent following a career at Allen & Unwin, signed McGahan in 
1994, Earls in 1996 and Armanno thereafter. Armanno, correspondingly, through 
his links to Palfreyman (then Publisher at Random House), was key to Laura 
Patterson (then list manager for Anchor at Transworld) coming north to look for 
new names at the 1995 Warana Writers' Week, and eventtially signing Nick 
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Earls's Zigzag Street after hearing him reading at Kelly's Bar in South Brisbane''^. 
By the end of the decade the links to southern publishing houses and agents, and 
the emergence of local literar>' agents such as Margaret Kennedy, made launching 
a literary career from Queensland unexceptional. By the early new millenium 
writers who had left, like John Birmingham, Matthew Condon, David Malouf 
(based quietly at the Gold Coast) and Gerard Lee, had begun to rettim from self-
exile. 
The publishing sector itself remained small in Queensland. University of 
Queensland had mixed fortunes throughout the decade. During the salad days of 
late 1980s and early 1990s, flush with the success of Peter Carey's first Booker 
Prize win and Hugh Lunn's bestsellers, UQP was publishing upwards of 90 tides 
year. By mid-decade this contracted to less than 50 titles, before recovering by the 
close of the decade. The press, although of significant size for an Australian-owned 
publisher (perhaps only Allen and Unwin, Lothian and Lonely Planet were bigger), 
remained only medium-sized compared to the dominafion of the market by the 
multi-nafionals: Penguin, Random House, Pan Macmillan, and HarperCollins. At 
the same time UQP continued to pioneer new areas of Australian writing. In the 
1970s it was literary ficfion; in the 1980s young adult ficfion; and in the 1990s the 
press continued to expand its list of Queensland writers and became the largest 
publisher of Indigenous wrifing. In contrast, Jacaranda Wiley shrank its 
commitment to the general publishing of Queensland work. While predominantly 
an educafional press since its establishment in 1954, Jacaranda had been Kath 
Armanno, although represented by another agent, met Inglis first and introduced Earls to 
her. In many ways Armanno was the first of the younger Queensland authors to make 
strong personal links with the clique of younger southern editors and agents. 
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Walker's (Oodgeroo Noonucal) first publisher in the early 1960s and had 
continued to publish some Australian poetry. By the early 1990s this had ceased 
and by the close of the decade the name "Jacaranda" had become only an imprint 
following the gradual takeover of the house by the longstanding American-owned 
publisher John Wiley & Son. Wiley did however contribute in other ways as the 
largest employer of editors in Queensland, as a pioneer of web-based teaching texts 
and through Managing Director Peter Donoughue's time as President of the 
Australian Publishers' Association. 
Otherwise, small press publishing stayed small. Central Queensland 
University Press established itself with state government support in 1993, about the 
time that University of Southern Queensland Press severely contracted. A number 
of small-enterprise presses were established, including David Reiter's Interactive 
Publications and Romy Ash and George Foster's Syntax Publicafions. LiNQ had 
been long-running at James Cook University, but most universifies established 
literary journals: Coppertales at University of Southern Queensland, Idiom 23 at 
Central Queensland University and Imago at QUT. By the end of the decade, 
however, most were producing spasmodic rather than regular issues. In a sign of 
the ttmes, in 2002 Imago folded into the Queensland University of Technology's 
on-line literary journal dodit. 
While the transformation of the public library system, parochialism in local 
bookshop stocking strategies, the success of the Brisbane Writers Festival and 
writers events, and the establishment of the annual One Book One Brisbane 
campaign are signs of transformed relations between local writers and local 
readers, it is difficult to say anything concrete. National reading habits are 
incrasingly well documented but there is almost no data providing comparisons 
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between the states or between communities. Outside the state—indeed outside the 
nafion—wider publicafion, easier marketability and higher visibility of Queensland 
writers is clearly evident. Romance writers, such as Patticia Shaw, have been 
published in long runs in Germany; Earls's "lad ficfion" is published in the United 
Kingdom, America, France, and Germany among others; and literary waiters such 
as David Malouf, Janette Turner Hospital, Andrew McGahan and Venero 
Armanno are published globally both in English and in an translatation. The 
globalised book market, the diminishment of older territorial copyright protocols 
and the rise of world literature have aided in the transport of Queensland work to 
elsewhere, 
Narratives of change: Queensland literature and the media 
While linked to the other constitutive changes in Queensland Literature, the change 
in the media representation of Queensland literature and writers is perhaps the 
most sigmficant. Figures such as David Rowbotham, as Literary Editor of the 
Courier-MaU, ensured some coverage of the work and careers of Queensland 
writers in the Joh years; but in the 1990s this coverage began to move out of the 
book pages and into the news and lifestyle pages of the paper. Partly this reflected 
the new success Queensland writers were enjoying within the national and 
intemational literary sphere and media spheres: three Vogel winners (Andrew 
McGahan, Darren Williams, and Helen Darville), four Miles Franklin successes 
(Astley, Hall, Malouf and particularly Darville), Malouf as inaugural Impac prize-
winner (the world's biggest literary prize), the sexual fetishisation of Armanno in 
the national media (including making Who magazine's "25 Most Beautiful People" 
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list, the Rolling Stone Hot Issue and turning down Cleo magazine's most eligible 
bachelors' list), Birmingham, McGahan and Earls's cutt success with the new 20-
to 35-year-old readership. Despite the subsequent achievements of others: Kim 
Wilkins, Mary-Rose MacColl, Rebecca Sparrow, James Maloney, and Jay Vemey, 
the gaze tended to fall on Earls, Armanno, Birmingham and McGahan as a key 
group—with Darville/Demidenko as a special case. 
Most noticeably in lifestyle newspapers like the Brisbane News, writers and 
the literary are employed alongside the coffee-house as a trope of Brisbane's 
cosmopolitanism and are central to its cultural re-branding. These narratives of 
literary success and change became entwined with, and employed in, the 
generation of a wider set of narratives about Brisbane and Queensland's maturation 
and development. 
Since the 1982 Commonwealth Games, Queensland and Brisbane have 
been awash in narratives of change and overt attempts at, respectively, state-
making and city-making. The Commonwealth Games, World Expo 1988, Wayne 
Goss's election as Premier in 1989, and Jim Soorley's extended tenure as 
Brisbane's Lord Mayor have each been presented as moments or agents of change 
(Glover and Cunningham). In a speech at the Brisbane Institute, Former Deputy 
Premier Sir Llew Edwards, who was chair of Expo and South Bank and is now 
Chair of the Pacific Film and Television Commission, developed this narrative 
more fully. He saw the Commonwealth Games as a precursor to Expo and then 
South Bank. For him, and for many others, these large events and developments 
were catalysts for broader renewal (Edwards). This narrative suggests change in 
Brisbane/Queensland as apolitical: it leaves out the domination and fall of Joh; it 
leaves out the losers from Expo. Instead there is an inevitability as 
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Brisbane/Queensland, often written here as a child or large country town, enters an 
adolescence with the Commonwealth Games before finally "coming of age" with 
Brisbane Expo in 1988. It emerges from this journey as a newly beautiful and 
energetic young city. 
Brisbane and Queensland's culttiral renewal from the eariy 1980s and 
through the 1990s is more complex than Edwards's suggests. Population growth in 
the South-East conurbation, the transformation of Queensland's economic base 
from primary industries to service industries, a change in govemment, changes in 
licensing and development laws, a contiguity in social and cultural change in 
Queensland with social and cultural change elsewhere, cultural globalism, cultural 
policy reform, change in the performance of the local media, the slowing of the 
cultural brain-drain, the growth of a local cultural class, and connections between 
this group and cultural apparatus elsewhere, seemed to be of greater importance 
than Expo or the Commonwealth Games alone. Further, the circulation of 
Queensland/Brisbane culture (and its success stories) locally and nationally seemed 
to encourage ongoing development. 
A new city/state identity has written over, or at least contests, still acfive, 
older images of Queensland. As the Hansen moment reminded us, Queensland is 
often still seen, particularly from the outside, as a politically conservative, racially 
intolerant, cultural wasteland. However, narratives of Brisbane's Post-Expo 
cosmopolitanism are increasingly dominant. A recent issue of Black+White 
magazine carried a now familiar "Viva BrisVegas" story (Dent). The image of a 
culturally resurgent and transformed Brisbane was championed locally: sometimes 
with crowing delight, sometimes with awkward self-consciousness, and sometimes 
ironically as in the celebratory but deprecating term "BrisVegas". A high point was 
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the Courier-MaiVs coverage of Helen Demidenko's 1995 Miles Franklin win, with 
David Bentley claiming the win "quash(ed) any lingering perceptions of Brisbane 
as a literary backwater" (Bentley, "The Hand That Won the Franklin"). The 
Courier-MaU was subsequently undone by Helen Darville when she embarrassed it 
by publishing plagiarised material in their pages. We might contest here whether it 
really is cosmopolitanisation at play—that is, the importation and acceptance of the 
other. Instead what seems to be happening is a transformation and projection of the 
local—often employing the "literary" as a trope of cultural vigour and 
sophistication (see Brown, "Brisbane by the Book"). 
These narratives of change resemble those surrounding the rebirth in 
Australian film, theatre, and publishing in the late 1960s and 1970s. This nafional 
cultural renewal was signposted by seminal figures and moments: David 
Williamson at The Pram Factory and La Mama; Patrick White winning a Nobel 
Prize; the early films of Peter Weir, Bruce Beresford and Gillian Armstrong; and 
Phillips Adams's cultural ubiquity. Mark Davis has read these as a series of 
originating stories that fixed in place a powerful group who dominated the visible 
tip of Australian culture over the next 30 years (21-28). Queensland, mostly, is left 
out of these narratives. Stories of Queensland's renewal do not begin until the 
1980s. 
The idea of change has been as attractive to commentators as the persistent 
earlier narratives of Queensland's difference, but it is only in the 1990s that we see 
the recruitment of the literary into these narratives of change. In the late 1980s and 
early 1990s Hugh Lunn, author of two volumes of reminiscences, Over the Top 
with Jim and Head over Heels, about growing up Catholic and petty-bourgeois in 
the Brisbane suburbs of the 1950s and 1960s, was, by far, Queensland's most 
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successful and public author. Like Malouf in his somewhat darker-toned novel 
Johnno, Lunn capmred the quotidian adventtirelessness of life in the suburbs and 
the challenges of early courtship. For both Queensland and national readers—and 
there were many following the popularisation of the books on Ian McNamara's 
Australia AU Over—hnnn presented a "pre-fall" Queensland that was only 
historically retrievable. The Queensland and Brisbane of the present day of the late 
1980s and early 1990s was, at the time, uncaptured and thus unemployable in the 
city's attempts to re-narrate itself 
The career of Gerard Lee indicates not just an absence of contemporary 
Brisbane narratives in the 1980s but a resistance to them. This is more striking 
given the enthusiasm in the 1990s for the contemporary laddish work of Earls, 
Birmingham and McGahan. In 1982, University of Queensland Press published 
Gerard Lee's "proto-lad ficfion" account of share-house living and loving. True 
Love and How to Get It to modest sales success (it was reprinted twice). Unlike 
Earls and Armanno in the 1990s—who were tightly networked into the Queensland 
Writers Centre and as recipients of grants funds and promoted through successive 
programs of Warana Writers' Week and Brisbane Writers Festival—Lee had little 
instittitional support outside of UQP. Instead, when his novel was greeted with 
scom (Lee, "Interview")—post-feminist "lad ficfion" was not yet a digestible 
subject—and media indifference, there was little to buttress Lee against leaving 
Brisbane for Sydney and giving up novels for films. The conservative local media 
and the hierarchical national literary media seemed to have little place for the 
contemporary Brisbane story or the contemporary Brisbane-based novelist. 
By the end of the 1990s this posifion was reversed: the older Brisbane was 
ablated and the wo-iters of the new Brisbane were tightly bound into the remaking 
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of the city through narratives of a contemporary Brisbane. The Queensland or 
Brisbane writer, of a certain order at least, moved from being an occluded or 
misplaced figure like Lee (but also umewarded poets like Sylvana Gardner and 
Philip Neilsen, and dismptive figures like John Jiggens later John Freemarihuana 
in the 1980s) to, as in the case of Nick Earls, an agent of tourism development and 
gentrification". The local media found in Nick Earls's personality-centred 
strategies of literary celebrity-making and bitter-sweet narratives of the changing 
Brisbane, a willing and able literary ttump card. Earls's documentation of the new 
rituals of house renovation, cosmopolitan food outlets, the sexual lives of city 
professionals, and the inner urban lifestyle of Brisbane's western suburbs 
connected Brisbane to the inner-cities of other metropolises across the western 
world. Brisbane no longer needed be defined by its difference to elsewhere—but 
by the continuities of between the lives of young people in the work of 
Birmingham, McGahan and Earls with the lives of those elsewhere. 
A writers' city 
As Mary-Rose MacColl notes, there is a new diversity visible (and publicised) 
within the Queensland writing community (29). Earlier non-English speaking 
background writers (David Malouf, Angelika Fremd, Michael Sariban and 
Manfred Jurgensen) were linked to high modernism and tied to the establishment 
and the fortification of a Eurocentric-Australian canon, which seemed to add to the 
media resistance to their work. More recent non-English speaking background 
Founder of Meanjin Clem Christesen performed a similar role at an earlier time. In 1935 
he was employed by the Queensland Government Tourist Bureau as Literary Publicity 
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writers (Venero Armanno, Komninos, Lau Slew Mei, Tony Maniaty, Sang Ye, 
Mabel Edmond and Lorena Sun Butcher) and particularly Indigenous writers 
(Vivienne Cleven, Sam Watson Jm, Sam Wagan Watson, Herb Wharton, Leah 
Purcell, Deborah Mailman, Wesley Enoch, Jackie Huggins, Noel Pearson, Melissa 
Lucashenko, Wayne Coolwell, Lisa Bellear and Alexis Wright) have been a party 
to, and the beneficiaries of, a converse attempt to dislodge this canon and admit a 
range of new Australian voices. 
Queensland, as the state with the largest Indigenous population, including 
its unique Torres Sttait Islander communities, and its vexed Kanaka history—the 
indentured labourers of the South Sea Islands—has long been both preoccupied 
with black-white relations in its literature and, through figures like Oodgeroo, 
given leadership to the Indigenous rights movement^l This new diversity has been 
played out in the media, in festival programming and in govemment funding 
rounds. Despite this new diversity and its political implicafions, it has been Nick 
Earls's, who was particularly popular with younger middle-class readers, who has 
forged the most successful alliance with the media. Through Brisbane Marketing's 
campaign. Downtown Brisbane, Earls has become not just the representative 
Brisbane writer but the representative Brisbanite. 
Earls, after a number of false starts, broke through with the publication of 
his fourth book Zigzag Street^^. This was a departure from the high, but forced. 
Officer. . 
^^  Oodgeroo's death in 1994 was mourned by many and, in part, prompted the Minjemba 
Tribute (the largest indigenous writing event yet seen in Australia, staged as part of the 
1994 Warana Writers' Week. If Queensland leads the way nationally with Kooemba Jdarra 
Theatre Company, the University of Queensland Press Black Writers' list and the David 
Unaipon Award it follows the life of Oodgeroo. 
'^ Before the success of Zigzag Street, Earis had struggled as a book author despite his 
success in advertising work. In 1985 he self-published a rather jejune collection of poetry 
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-literariness" of the earlier works. It swapped existential angst for "Seinfeldian" 
dilemmas: ordering take-out; sleeping with work mates; fantasy approaches to 
celebrities; and managing home renovations. The preoccupation with lifestyle had 
more in common with Earis's part-time corporate writing work. As well as song 
lyrics, he wrote Christmas shows for Christopher Skase and advertisements for the 
Brisbane Bullet Basketball team ("Boom, Boom, Boom go the Bullets"; and the 
Raby Bay canal development ("How can you stay away from Raby Bay") (Earls, 
"Interviews and Discussions"). 
Unlike the Brisbane of Earis's eariier short fiction collection. Passion, 
where the city was a place of dislocation, in Zigzag Street the city is a mundane but 
finely detailed inner-urban landscape. Earis explains his preoccupation with 
Brisbane as following from Andrew McGahan's chauvinistic insistence on writing 
about the city: 
If there was a moment that really showed me that I could write 
about Brisbane, it was when I was on a panel with Andrew 
McGahan and someone asked him why Praise was set in Brisbane 
and why he used place names that people elsewhere wouldn't 
know. Andrew told them he'd read plenty of books about New 
York that did that, so why couldn't he do it here. (Brown, 
"Brisbane by the Book") 
Near and Far Away. Over the next few years he built a small profile as a poet and 
playwright and through readings and events, including a stint as a story-telling armchair at 
Warana Festival. Under the mentorship of Laurie Muller he published Passion, a 
collection of short stories, with UQP in 1992. Greeted with scornful reviews Earis 
persevered as a literary writer for a few more years (despite several unpublished works) 
before turning to "lad fiction". The Zigzag Street success, while obviously due primarily to 
Earls's skill as a writer and publicist, demonstrates the transformation of the literary 
apparatus in Queensland. The book was written with the support of an Arts Queensland 
grant. The manuscript was commended in the 1995 Vogel Award, but it was at a reading at 
the 1995 Warana Writers' Festival that Laura Patterson from Transworid encountered 
Earls and then later signed the book. 
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The delights of Zigzag Street's light comedy, its textual connections to 
Brisbane, and its utility in other's cultural and media projects saw the book become 
a "Brisbane book". It was launched with a party in Paddington near the stteet of 
the same name, as part of the 1996 Brisbane Writers Festival. Mary Ryan's book-
store chain, which was undergoing an ill-fated expansion to take advantage of the 
void left in the local market in the wake of the collapse of Bookworld, began to 
promote the book heavily. Unlike Bookworld, which purchased stock centtally in 
Melbourne and then farmed it out across the chain nationally, Mary Ryan's was 
more sensifive to the local market and began to feattire a number of local books, 
such as Earls's Zigzag Street, Armanno's Firehead and Rosamond Siemon's The 
Mayne Inheritance. As Lara Cain has documented. Earls became the ubiquitous 
Brisbane writer within the Queensland media. By 2 July 1998, the Courier-MaU 
was able to run the headline "Nick's off to Hollywood" without naming the writer 
in full (Yallamas 7). 
Earis's success in accessing the media and his careful management of his 
public identity reflected his experience in the sttategies of the creative media. He 
was able to spring himself from the shackles that limit many self-consciously 
"literary" writers to a high-mindedness in the public realm. For the media, Earls 
was a boon: a popular, youthful, humorous, non-critical writer who re-presented 
Brisbane as a charming, pattemed and sophisticated society rather than as 
politically and culttirally aberrant. This match of media and author reached a high 
point with the 2002 Brisbane Marketing campaign for the downtown of the city. 
First seen on the 2002 Academy Awards broadcast, there was a one-minute 
television commercial (and later a 30 second variant), authored and fronted by 
Earls, entitled "A Downtowm Story by Nick Earis". The six-month-or-so television 
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campaign was backed up by the household distribution of an eight-page brochure 
about the city tified Diary of a Day Tripper, featuring a life-size picture of Earls on 
the cover and repeated on page three. Segments of the diary were also mn as stand-
alone newspaper advertisements. The television commercial conflates the city with 
Earls's own fiction. The story of Brisbane's downtown is represented as a 
courtship between the city (a foppish "lad fiction" hero) introduced in Earls's 
narration as: "He is a regular Brisbane Guy" and a female tourist: "She is a young 
European backpacker heading home". The set-up reflects the realities of Brisbane 
tourism. For many, Brisbane fails to offer anything distinct and the city is only a 
stopover town on the way to elsewhere. Earls's voiceover establishes the drama: 
"He has twenty-four hours to win her heart." The accompanying video has the 
young couple (the city and tourist) sharing intimate, charming or exciting moments 
in downtown Brisbane. Their fust encounter is over a water bubbler in the Queen 
Street Mall; the regular Brisbane guy then falls backwards off a couch at the 
Queensland Art Gallery; in-line skaters fly past the couple as they cross the 
Goodwill Bridge; they canoodle and kiss at South Bank Parklands Beach; they 
dine in the city; they are handed a copy of Earis's book World of Chickens by the 
barely-disguised author in a bookshop; they shop for women's underwear; visit an 
Asian delicatessen; watch a dragon procession in China Town; walk through a rain 
forest at South Bank; gamble at the Treasury Casino, before dancing in each 
other's arms at the Press Club in Fortittide Valley. 
The audience for the campaign is unclear. While the narrative is figured 
around the city and an overseas visitor, its lifestyle content and broadcast footprint 
are local. It is unclear whether the commercial is based on the premise that local 
audiences would embrace their city when it is made cosmopolitan through a 
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romantic encounter with the foreign visitor, but it also acts to reinforce Earls's 
narrative interests and his authorial relations to the city. 
In "Diary of a Day Tripper" the slippage between Brisbane's identity and 
Earls's authorial identity is more pronounced. The roles in the romance have 
shifted. The "regular Brisbane guy" is replaced by Earls himself The front cover, 
feattiring a large photograph of Earls, reads: "Diary of Day Tripper: Nick Earls. 
He's a Brisbane author. She's a city with a lot of stories. They're made for each 
other". In the diary and a series of spin-off newspaper advertisements, Brisbane 
locales are offered as simulacra for more glamorous locales elsewhere. Under this 
scheme Brisbane's featurelessness, its weak brand identity, becomes a virtue: 
Moreton Island becomes Port Douglas; Brisbane Forest Park becomes the 
Daintree; Manly Beach becomes St Kilda Beach; and, Steve Irwin's Australia Zoo 
becomes Kakadu. What Brisbane needed to transform it from a stop-over city to a 
destination city was not new tourism features—or the re-packaging of its 
t!-aditional images of beaches, sport and beer—but to be re-narrated by an 
appropriate authority: an author. 
The campaign re-figures the relations between Brisbane/Queensland and its 
writers. For Earls, it is superb publicity: his image is laid over the city and he 
idenfifies himself as the author of its rejuvenation. For the media, the new Brisbane 
writer can be employed as a trope of success and sophistication. The symbolic 
power and economic power of narrative conflate. Perhaps the only cost of this 
bargain is the surrender of the oppositional function of writers (and literamre) to 
simple functions of publicity for the self and the state. 
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Rosa Praed and A.L. Travers (author of Mary Poppins) were perhaps Queensland's 
first intemational best-selling writers. In the 1930s, Steele Rudd dominated the 
Australian market. Successful Queensland writers are not a new phenomenon. 
Despite these early successes, despite a tradhion of writers, and despite strong and 
variegated local literary cultures across Queensland, the 1990s were a time of 
momentous institutional development. It is doubtful whether there has been a 
better ttme, financially, to be a writer in Queensland. The confluence of 
government policy, increased access to markets and heightened public interest 
manifest themselves as greater opportunity. At the same time that Queensland 
offers developed training programs (both inside and outside the universifies), 
active advocacy and marketing efforts by a range of writing organisations, and a 
culture of literary events and festivals, the state remains peripheral to the 
organisation of Australian literary culture in Sydney, Melbourne and Canberra. 
These cifies are home to the major publishing houses and the literary media. 
"National" literary debate and activity often happens without reference or link to 
Queensland. Queensland writers and the Queensland public sphere of ideas and 
culture, by conttast, suffer for the consttained size of the local media outlets and its 
polarised approaches to art and literature as either being an adjunct to lifestyle or a 
worthless, even dangerous, introspecfion. The city and state's literary culttire has 
changed, but it has changed to match the celebrity-focused mass-mediated culttire 
of our times. 
The first three chapters of this thesis have made a case for literature as a legitimate 
concern of cultural policy studies. This turns on a re-examination of the basis for 
literature's marginalisafion as one of the constituent steps in the development of 
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culttiral studies and later in the emergence of cultural policy studies. The attack on 
literary studies, led by figures such as Tony Bennett from within the emerging 
discipline of cultural studies, can be partly understood as an attack on the 
hegemonic posifion of literary studies, within Western universifies, alongside a 
concem with the unstated polifics of the aesthetics of literary studies. Here, though, 
I argue that it is to cultural policy studies' detriment to have barely examined the 
institutional relations of literature or print culture. I argue that this failure to 
examine the institution of literature, and the extent and nature of the governmental 
apparatus attending to it, has left us with a narrow view of literary policy. Instead 
of seeing print culture as a sphere of comprehensive govemment regulation, albeit 
in a different way to the better-organised regulation of broadcasting, the accounts 
of literature policy that we have—from both the academy and the media—tend to 
focus on the Literature Board of the Australia Council rather than the full sweep of 
government intervention. Here, I have examined the breadth of government 
regulation—the many interwoven programs that attend to print culture and are 
enacted by the three levels of government. Finally, in examining the role of 
literature and writers in re-inventing Brisbane's identity, I have demonstrated 
literature's continuing relevance as a cultural policy domain, both in terms of the 
actions of government relating to print culture and print culture's own 
governmentalising effects. 
In the next chapter this thesis tries to redress another effect of cultural 
policy studies, which can be seen to have arisen from its historical relations with 
literary studies—that is, the textualist methodology of cultural policy studies which 
is part of its inheritance from cultural studies and literary studies. Instead, I argue 
for the usefulness of a cultural policy studies which attends to cultural policy 
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processes rather than to cultural policy documents. In many instances these 
processes do much to organise culture's governmentalising effects and are worthy 
of more extensive examination. 
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4 Cultural Policy Process in Queensland 
In a cultural policy discussion at Arts Queensland in mid-2001, a senior bureaucrat 
seeking to draw a funding client's gaze back to the bigger picture of what the 
government was trying to achieve through its policy settings excused his own 
abstracting comments with the phrase, "but then I might just be a policy 'wank'". 
There was some awkward laughter before one of his colleagues asked, "did you 
mean a policy 'wonk'"? The incident was a delightful mishearing and 
misstatement of a term that was adopted in the 1990s to characterise the policy 
workers in the Clinton Whitehouse (Cunningham, "Willing Wonkers at the Policy 
Factory"). This was not its exclusive use. but many saw Clinton as an exemplary 
wonk: less a pragmatic politician than one entertained by the elaboration of policy. 
The policy work of Clinton's kitchen cabinet was, in part, driven by a belief in the 
usefulness of policy processes as a method of producing social and economic 
outcomes, and, in part, by the seductions of policy-play: its ambivalences, its 
conundrums, and, in some sense, its aesthetics (Klein 193-94). There, far from 
being characterised as unproductive "self-abuse" of the body-politic, policy 
processes were alive as a pragmatic technology, as an operationalisation of 
ideology, and as an aestheficised field of play. 
In January 2000, Matt Foley, the Queensland Minister for the Arts, wrote to the 
responsible officers within each of the statutory instrumentalities of his portfolio 
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(the Queensland Museum, the State Library of Queensland and so on) requesfing 
their co-operation in the formation of a new state arts and cultural policy. At 
Foley's request, the new Queensland Government cultural policy required 
horizontal coverage of "all Queensland Government departments and inclusi[on] of 
all Queenslanders"^°. This "whole-of-government cultural policy" was not only to 
be a new kind of policy (and policy document), but required new processes of 
policy formation. This chapter provides a material account of this attempt at 
cultural policy-making, focusing on intergovernmental or interdepartmental co-
ordination, or whole-of-government policy making, as a new type of cultural 
policy output demanding new processes. Within the context of this thesis, this 
account of "whole-of-government policy-making" is not, however, an argument for 
Queensland as a cultural policy leader—despite its heavy traffic in cultural policy 
activity in the 1990s. Instead, it is an attempt to reframe cultural policy debate to 
allow clearer considerafion of policy process factors that, partially at least, exist 
outside the policy text but which help produce it. Perhaps more importantly, these 
factors contribute to the actual processes of cultural governance and their effects. 
This analysis offers an alternafive to culttiral policy studies' historical focus 
on the policy texts themselves. It surplants the textualism that has both followed 
and produced this historical focus. Policy texts remain important; but here, I 
examine the processes towards the text, and towards the actual circumstances and 
acts of governance, rather than the policy text itself 
Unfortunately, 1 do not have a copy of this letter, but can vouch for it as I drafted it for 
the Minister's hand. 
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Following smart Cunningham (Framing Culture 32-33), it may be that 
both the ftmction of, and the critique of, cultural policy are often symbolic". 
Culttiral policy sttidies, in its attention to the published policy document (rather 
than to the action of government and its outcomes) becomes, despite the disavowal 
of texttialism in the work of Bennett, something of an interpretative discipline. 
Here, however, 1 wish to emphasise the implications that changes in wider 
processes of government (such as managerialism and whole-of-governmentality) 
pose for cultural bureaus. They requne not only changes to the operating rhetoric 
and objectives of cultural policy (its program outputs and proposed outcomes) but 
to the "processes of policy-making". 
Contemporary policy studies is divided over the usefulness of "policy 
analysis". It is a hydra-headed term which can relate to the analysis of policy 
options or policy-making processes, or both. Harold Lasswell, extending the 
general rationalist suppositions of Western representative democracies, argued the 
for the value of information/knowledge in rationalist models of policy processes, 
which are usually convened around policy problems (W. Parsons 18-19). These 
rationalist conceptions of the policy process can, even where advocates view them 
as pragmatic, become Utopian. Often the early policy scientists moved beyond a 
view of policy science as a useftil tool in the policy process, to the advocacy of 
policy science and the policy scientist as panaceas for public ills . 
'^ To support this idea Cunningham cites Murray Edelman's Political Language: Words 
that Succeed and Policies that Fail. 
^^ W. Parsons speaking to this Utopian impulse retrieves a wonderful quote from 
Merelman: "We cannot fear the policy scientist because, unlike the politicians, the policy 
scientist is not a driven personality. As Lasswell discusses him we get the impression 
sooner or later polittcal conflicts must yield to the policy scientist's implacable logic and 
empirical data, just as in the therapeutic situation, the patient's personal conflicts gradually 
yield to the analyst's expert ministrations ... We cannot escape the parallel here between 
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The experience of making policy detailed here, erodes any fantasies of 
order, clear process, or, even, clear-sightedness within government. Policy is 
always difficult: involving negofiation and compromise. Contemporary accounts of 
policy-making have, correspondingly, undergone a post-modem turn (Considine 
252-72). Policy, according to even central accounts such as Peter Bridgman and 
Glyn Davis's, is now viewed as a fragmented process, and a contingent object (42). 
Ordering of policy is something to be attempted rather than achieved. Policy is 
often pragmatic and ad hoc. It is only coherent in as much as a policy statement 
represents a bringing together of elements of an agency or government's objectives 
and program. However, even with the admissions of such pragmatics, dedicated 
cultural planning bureaus, which often operate as "boutique" functions within 
government, face particular challenges in the development and implementafion of 
cultural policy within the new environment. 
This is particulariy so for arts bureaus dealing with whole-of-government 
approaches to culture. Such agencies tend to be small line-agencies or sideline 
concerns within a chief minister's portfolio^l This marginality often limits an 
agency's ability to act across government. As is evident from the case study of the 
1999-2002 Queensland cultural process, whole-of-government approaches to 
the function of policy science for the political scientist and the function of the training for 
the fledgling psychotherapist. The training analyst arms the young therapist with insight 
into his or her own deepest motives, thus preventing the projection of the therapist's 
conflicts onto patients and the consequent perpetuation rather than the curing of illness. 
Similarly, learning to be a policy scientist is self-therapy, for it obliterates the social 
scientist's lust for power. Thus, policy science is therapeutic and pragmatic: the social 
j)^ hysician heals himself while learning to heal the polity" (19). 
Since the election of the Goss labor govemment in December 1989, the Arts Division 
and then Arts Queensland (sometimes also known as the Queensland Office of Arts and 
Cultural Development), has variously been attached to the Department of Premier, Trade 
and Economic Development; the Treasury; the Department of Attorney-General and 
Justice; the Department of Training and Employment; and, most recently, the Department 
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culture, and their difficulties, can be seen as produced out of more than a 
broadening of cultural policy and a widened ambit for "culttire" (as, O'Regan 
argues in Cultural Policy: Rejuvenate or Wither and "Too Much Culttjre, Too 
Little Culttire"). Instead, whole-of-government approaches to cultural policy are 
also produced out of the conditions and fashions of government. Whole-of-
governmentalism can seen as produced out of Western governments' paradoxical 
concem woth (on one hand) order, totality, and consistency, and (on the other) 
deconstructing existing mechanisms of public administtation. Whole-of-
governmentalism requires a horizontal purview of government goals, programs, 
outputs, processes, politics, and outcomes, alongside—and perhaps in tension 
with—the long-standing vertical purview that is fundamental to ministerial 
responsibility. 
This often presents a set of public management problems largely internal to 
govemment. Policy discussion and decision-making, while affecting community 
outcomes and stakeholder utility, are, in this circumstance, largely inter-agency in 
focus. The eventual policy document may have bureaucrats rather than cifizens as 
its target readers—or at least as its closest readers. The 1999-2002 Queensland 
culttiral policy process can be viewed as part of the "chum" of policy-making. It 
organised resources and discussion within govemment, creating a space for 
negotiation of policy issues, rather than mobilising a clear set of goals or a clear 
public rhetoric. While Creative Nation developed the discourse around national 
culture and identity (thereby providing bureaucratic purchase to organise resources 
of Education. For a brief period, early in the new century, under Minister Foley, it was a 
stand-alone department operating under the name Arts Queensland. 
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and activity), in the Queensland circumstance the ideas of Queensland culture 
identtty were left more nebulous. 
This chapter proceeds through a series of manoeuvres intended to 
demonstrate how attention to cultural policy-making processes might contribute to 
a revised cultural policy studies. I start from the premise explored in the 
introductory chapter, that Australian culmral policy studies has a "textualist" 
residue. That is, in approaching cultural policy, for historical and practical reasons, 
the scholariy gaze has fallen often enough on the text of policy documents. Only to 
a much lesser extent has the gaze been on the policy processes towards the policy 
text, or on policy outcomes. This textualism, in itself, is not objecfionable. They 
have their own funcfion. Policy texts are often the most comprehensive, coherent 
and visible statements of government intentions and resource commitments. 
Texttialist approaches do, however, leave space for a discussion about the role of 
policy processes. 
In the following case study the turn to a whole-of-government approach to 
cultural policy can be seen as an extension of the adoption, in Australia and 
Canada at least, of whole-of-governmentalism as an approach to general policy-
making. The tensions between the vertical rigidities of historical government 
administrative sttuctures, the complexities of Australian federalism, the wish for 
ordered policy-making, and the realities of administtattve disorder have given rise 
to new whole-of-government policy strategies and approaches. The expansion of 
the operant definition of "culture", in part a product of the dispersal of ideas from 
culttiral studies, has extended the domain of cultural administrafion. This extended 
domain complicates the governance of culture. Increasingly, cultural programs are 
delivered by "non-cultural" line departments (or agencies) pursuing (what they 
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may well perceive as) "non-cultural" goals. Or, as is the case in Queensland, 
central agencies increasingly have partial overview of whole-of-govemmem 
approaches to cultural policy . 
As a precursor to the case study, there are two contexttial elements. The 
first is a survey of pre-occupations and developments in contemporary cultural 
policy-making in Austtalia, including some organising comments about the rise of 
whole-of-government approaches to cultural policy. The second is the rettieval of 
the recent contextual history of Queensland as a culttiral polity. In order to place 
the 2000 policy process in context I will refer to some of the extant accounts of 
particular moments in this history. As has been ttue elsewhere in this thesis, this 
account will be complemented by my own first-hand impressions and memories. In 
the period 1992-96,1 was Manager for Writing and Publishing at Arts Queensland. 
I was responsible for advising a succession of ministers on writing industry and 
publishing development, while also conttibuting to policy development on 
festtvals, libraries, multi-art-form arts practice, and youth arts. With fellow Arts 
Queensland bureaucrat Sharon Sargeant, I co-authored the 1995 policy document. 
Building Local ~ Going Global. Some years later, after leaving Arts Queensland, I 
was conttacted by the agency as a consultant on two projects: i) a think document 
about digital policy development in Queensland, Digital Futures: Digital Media 
Strategy Paper; and ii) the development of a new state government culttiral policy 
^^  One of the interesting side-shows of Matt Foley's second tenure as Arts Minister under 
the first and second Beattie governments (his first tenure was under Goss) was Beattie's 
preparedness to run major arts initiatives, such as the Premier's Literary Awards and the 
Brisbane Ideas Festival, out of the Events Office of the Premier's Department rather than 
devolve responsibility for them to his Arts Minister and to Arts Queensland. That the 
Premier could fund new events, at the same time as Arts Minister Foley failed to meet the 
creeping claims of his arts industry clients, seemed to be a great frustration to Foley. 
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statement. In between times, and thereafter, I was an active arts administrator, 
establishing, running, advising or involved in the govemance of several arts 
organisations: Brisbane Writers Festival; Multimedia Arts Asia-Pacific (MAAP); 
QPIX: Queensland Screen Industry Development; Q Music: the Queensland Music 
Industry Network; Queensland Theatre Company; Queensland Writers Centre 
Association and the Straight out of Brisbane (SOOB) Festival. This allowed me 
multiple vantage points from which to understand the state as a cultural polity. 
Where possible, and it is not always possible, I augment my account with 
statements and perspectives by other parties. These accounts provide a context for 
the case study in the chapter. The case study documents my attempt at the second 
of the two cultural policy-making tasks for Arts Queensland: the development in 
2000 of a new state cultural policy statement as part of a cultural policy process 
that eventually lasted 1999-2000''^ 
Policy coherence and trends in contemporary Australian cultural policy 
In this account of my attempt in 2000 to develop a whole-of-government cultural 
policy, the imperative of coherence is key. As was evident from the state 
government's eariiest cultural policy making efforts in 1990 and 1991, the impulse 
of the Arts Committee was to reach beyond its initial terms of reference to pursue a 
wider reform agenda. The ambition to order policy and activity across government 
agencies is nearly ubiquitous. This does not negate Tom O'Regan's observation 
I abandoned the processes in late 2000 after generating various versions of an interim 
mternal document, Building the Future This was radically re-worked throughout 2001 and 
2002 before eventually being released formally in October 2002 as the new state 
government cultural policy. Creative Queensland. 
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that the rise of whole-of-government approaches to cultural policy and 
development are, in part, produced out of a transformational broadening of the 
operant definition of culmre within government (O'Regan, Cultural Policy: 
Rejuvenate or Wither). Instead, it explains why, once the domain of culture is 
broadened to include the culture of everyday life, governments might pursue a 
whole-of-government approach in the place of long-persisting policy silos. The 
definition of culture as "everyday life", while (tmistically) defendable, becomes 
unwieldy as a container for administtative activity. Transforming culttiral policy 
into a domain incorporating most social policy and significant elements of 
economic policy makes the domain titanically large. Potentially, it compromises 
concurrent govemment efforts to order activity through the division or 
apportionment of responsibility (Glover and Cunningham 19). While whole-of-
government cultural policy-making completes an ideological wish for the ablation 
of "high" and "low" definitions of culture—and a concomitant erosion of 
ttaditional aesthetic arguments for arts funding—it has profound implications for 
policy processes. 
In this instance, a range of transformations in cuttural policy direction and 
management ftirther complicate O'Regan's picttire of whole-of-government 
policy-making. Many of these relate to the directton of cultural policy in Australia 
since Creative Nation, including: i) the perceived centtality of creative, 
informafion and knowledge industries to national and regional economic interests 
(Cunningham, "The Humanities"); ii) a transformation in the structtires of culttiral 
production, disttibufion, consumpfion and mediafion, particularly the rise of the 
cultural micro-business and micro-entrepreneur (Leadbeater and Oakley); iii) the 
development of a consumer or audience orientation in cultural policy (Glover, 
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"Foley's Defence"); iv) the importance of cultural programs to the emerging social 
capital related objectives of govemment (Leadbeater 183-218); v) an emphasis on 
the state of cultural infrastructure, beginning with the major performing arts 
inquiry (Securing the Future) before spiralling out to other boards of the Australia 
Council and eventually to other levels of govemment; and vi) the rise of policies to 
support the tradeable identity and service value of cities and regions (D. Stevenson, 
Cities and Urban Cultures 93-112 and Landry 153- 54). 
While these ideas have circulated since the mid-1980s, most have only been 
emphasised subsequent to the cultural policy moment of the early to mid-1990s. 
Some developments, such as the reviews of the nation's major performing arts 
infrastructure, only followed the election of the first Howard government. Within 
the academy the cultural policy moment was organised around interventions by 
Bennett, Cunningham, and others (see Chapter One), but the "moment" was 
manifested itself differentiy within the cultural bureaucracy. Creative Nation saw a 
convergence of bureaucratic and academic interest in cultural policy. There were, 
however, other signal developments in cultural policy that were of less interest to 
cultural policy scholars, who have tended to focus on national policy frameworks 
rather than state or local government ones. The multi-stage preparation of Creative 
Nafion between 1992-94 and its publicafion in 1994 brought hair-trigger responses 
from the states, including Arts Victoria's Arts 21 policy statement (in 1994) and 
Arts Queensland's Building Local ~ Going Global policy statement (in 1995). 
These frameworks, in part, mimicked the tranche of federal policy initiatives 
focused on new media production. But in a departtire from Creative Nation they 
also began to make policy statements about regional and city identifies and brands. 
Contiguous with these federal and state developments were the use of culttiral 
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planning and policy articulation by local government to transformafive effect (D. 
Stevenson, Art and Organisation 108-14). 
Despite some comment to the contrary, it is not clear that the nation has 
actually moved beyond this cultural policy moment. Instead, the divergence in 
bureaucratic and scholarly directions may have only been made visible by the 
departure from an earlier, perhaps surprising, synchronicity. The changing profile 
of cultural policy development (within and outside government) reflects complex 
trends. Turner has suggested that, at a federal level, the election of the first Howard 
government marked a retteat from cultural policy work as a result of its different 
attittide to planning ("Australian Literature and the Public Sphere"). But if we 
consider policy activity not just as a planning culture—the organised articulation of 
goals and sttategies and the commitment of resources to the achievement of those 
goals (Stewart 53)—but as the "everyday activity" of government (Stewart 54), we 
can see that cultural policy activity and its effects are unavoidable. The cultural 
policies of the everyday—government processes of administration and delivery-
are as unavoidable as the culture of the everyday. This is where O.E. Hughes's 
conceptionalisafion of policy as the everyday culture of government (in Colebatch 
70) and the Foucauldian conception of everyday culture as a technology of 
governance collide and compete. 
The seemingly hardwired differences between the planning-centric policy 
approaches of 1980s and 1990s Labor governments and planning-phobic policy 
approaches of 1990s and 2000s Liberal-National governments have clouded 
whether the level of cultural planning and policy acfivity within govemment has 
increased, decreased, or continued apace. Clearly, the successive Howard 
governments have undertaken significant cultural policy activity, but this has often 
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differed from Labor administrations in its direction and processes. Often enough, 
as is evident from the Gonski reforms of the Australian Film Commission and the 
winding back of film production funding, the policy drivers are de-regulation and 
de-funding (see Gonski). These de-regulatory impulses have been staples of Labor 
and Liberal administrations since the Hawke ascendency, but are new to the 
cultural industries, which have often made special claims for regulation and fiscal 
intervention (D. Stevenson, Art and Organisation 7-12). At the same time, the 
Howard governments have embarked upon a number of high profile "problem-
solving" exercises in the cultural realm. The Securing the Future major performing 
arts inquiry was an example of the normative model of policy-making, or what 
Colebatch describes as the "systematic pursuit of goals" (49). In this, ft was similar 
to the approach of Arts Committee's processes in 1990 and 1991 in developing the 
Queensland: A State of the Arts report. There too, the apparatus of government 
convened over a policy problem that required concentrated attenfion. A process of 
review and consultation gave rise to "a projected program of goals, values and 
pracfices" (Bridgman and Davis 6). It is, however, worth underlining that the 
policy problem which the Howard govemment wished to address, when choosing 
to undertake more ordered processes of policy-making, was to shore up the 
sustainability—albeit with substantial subvention—of the major performing arts 
organisations. 
This problem-centred approach to policy-making can be contrasted with 
those giving rise to Labor's Creative Nation. Launched in 1994, it announced its 
own goals as the "elevat[ion] of culture on the polifical agenda, to recognise that it 
has a natural place in the expectations of all Australians" (2). That is, the 
document's central role was to align "culture"—conceived of as "the expression of 
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society's aesthetic, moral and spiritual values", a transmitter of heritage, "a 
measure of civilization" and the "Australian spirit" (2)—with the concomitant 
"cultural industries" and "nation" as indivisible reifications. While an earlier 
discussion paper. The Role of the Commonwealth in Australia's Cultural 
Development, saw the process as driven by the need to order the activities of the 
Department of Arts, Sport, the Environment and Territories (2), Creative Nation 
may be seen less as a commitment or re-orientation of resources than as a 
discursive formation. The commitment, or the re-direction, of $250 million of 
federal funds over a four-year period (D. Stevenson, Art and Organisation 38) 
amounted to an annualised increase of only 5% on the $1.26 billion annual federal 
government spend on culture in 1994-95 (Australia. Australian Bureau of 
Statistics, Cultural Funding in Australia 1995-96 2). The expenditure and the 
outcomes—except for some new media initiatives—were not transformational. The 
important changes were in the visibility of policy and in its apparent coherence. 
To reconsider Turner's claim of a retreat by the federal coalifion 
governments from cultural planning—it may be fairer to say that the Howard 
governments have retreated from particular kinds of policy-making processes and 
from particular kinds of policy. The coalition government was prepared to select 
policy problems for systematic attention where doing so favoured its cultural 
biases—such as attending to the future of the major performing arts—but hesitated 
to undertake the wider culttiral policy-making associated with centrist planning-
orientated administrations. 
The more obvious commitment of Labor governments to rationalist 
systematic policy-making processes (reliant on staged identification of problems, 
determinafion of goals, choice of action, implementation, evaluation, and policy 
modification) was most clearly (and perhaps most humorously) evident in 
Queensland. In that instance, Peter Bridgman and Glyn Davis's Queensland 
Government Policy Handbook was barely modified before being published as The 
Australian Policy Handbook (now the standard Australian policy textbook)'*^. The 
federal coalition governments, as was so in their dealings with the ABC and the 
Australian Museum, while not enfirely eschewing systematic policy processes, 
have tended to approach cultural policy as "politics"—as a sphere of Burkeian 
disorder often involving executive or summary direcfion of policy (Hill 8). This 
was evident in the appointment of key officers within govemment cultural 
organizations, such as the decision not to renew Dawn Casey's contract as the 
Director of the National Museum of Australia, and in the ad hoc ideological 
critique of their programs. 
Beyond the Howard governments' approach to policy-making, the cultural 
policy moment may have faded for other reasons. First, culttiral policy-making 
went from being strange and unknown to ordinary and familiar. This meant that 
there was not just an adoption of wider definitions of culture but also an 
acceptance and the use of cultural planning. In 1990 few local authorifies in 
Queensland had formal culttiral policy documents. However, from 1991 local 
authorities were required to prepare a cultural policy in order to participate in the 
Regional Arts Development Fund program or to receive local government cultural 
subsidy (Queensland. Arts Committee 15). 
Interestingly, while the Governing Queensland: the Queensland Policy Handbook forms 
the basis of Bridgman and Davis's Australian Policy Handbook, one difference is that the 
former lacks any commentary on the limitations of rational comprehensive approaches to 
policy decision-making. 
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Any anecdotal sense of a retreat in the impulse to publish cultural policy 
documents may also reflect that—unlike the effects of the 1991 Queensland: A 
State for the Arts report (Glover 1999)—few policy documems have 
transformational outcomes. Without an audit of the outcomes of culttiral policy 
documents—and this audittng process is something that govemment are often 
reluctant to do except perhaps when reporting on explicit election platform 
commitmems—it is hard to judge whether this is true. But it does seem reasonable 
to argue that, within the cuhural industries and among culttiral policy bureaucrats, 
attempts to "order" policy goals and programs tend to further accelerate the efforts 
to "order". That is, order begets the imperattve to order. In Queensland it did seem 
that by the close of the 1990s the extensive culttiral planning work undertaken 
earlier in the decade had created (somewhat frustrated) industry expectations of 
ongoing government efforts at cultural policy-making (see Glover, "Foley's 
Defence" and "Curtain Raised on Arts Debate"''). Because of the possible cost 
implications, these are expectations that governments are not always keen to meet. 
For the Howard governments cultural policy planning activity might only create 
expectattons within, and commitments to, a politicised and largely antagonistic arts 
community. Satisfying these expectations would rettirn little to the govemment. 
Queensland as a cultural polity 
When in 1999 Arts Queensland began a new process of policy-making it was the 
agency's (and it forbears) fourth major culttiral policy process or, at least, its fourth 
This second article was the flrst in a fortnight-long coverage of the state of the arts and 
the shape of arts funding in Queensland. 
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major policy-statement development process, in a decade. The election of the first 
Goss government in 1989 ushered in period of public-sector-wide reform after 33 
years of conservative government (see Walker 145-64). In September 1990, Goss, 
who was also Arts Minister, charged the Arts Committee, under the 
chairpersonship of former federal arts bureaucrat Pat Galvin, with the "review of 
the government support of the arts" (Queensland. Arts Committee). Its subsequent 
report, Queensland: A State for the Arts, ttansformed the state's arts apparatus. The 
report also announced its own significance: 
This Report is a first. No Queensland Government has ever before 
sought to examine in a public way the support it gives to the 
development of the arts (Queensland. Arts Committee 2). 
The report does not dwell on the fact that Queensland in June 1968 was 
"the first state to set up an arts funding mechanism" (2), or on the direction of 
policy over the subsequent period. It does, however, mark not only the 
transformation of the arts funding apparatus (and its attendant policy regime) but 
also the transformation of policy-making processes. The new funding model was 
the Australia Council writ-small (Glover and Cunningham 19). It comprised a 
policy framework organised around the criterion of "artistic merit" (Queensland. 
Arts Committee 14) as a more inclusive version of the Australia Council's highly 
problematic charter objective of supporting "excellence" (D. Stevenson, Art and 
Organisation 43-57). It introduced new ways of making policy also organised 
around the Australia Council model of artist-based (or peer-based) policy (and 
funding) recommendations. These recommendations were then generally rubber-
stamped by the arts minister. Policy officers and expert art-form officers assisted 
the peers in forming advice to their minister. This brought a new transparency to 
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the funding process. Over the next five years the implementation of the report 
transformed the arts industry in state (Glover, "Money Matters"). 
In some sense, however, the report was remedial and can be seen as 
produced out of the discourse of Queensland's cultural marginalisation. The report 
was about catch-up. If it transformed much, it also underlined how much more 
remained undone, particularly in relation to education and the arts, and the arts 
statutory authorities. The statutory authorities were, and remain, the biggest 
expenditure commitments within the arts portfolio. Such was the Arts Committee's 
reforming zeal, they went so far as to declare "themselves available for any ftirther 
work [the minister] might desire them to perform" (Queensland. Arts Committee, 
see page facing page 1) and suggested possible terms of reference for reviews of 
the stamtory authorities. 
This history is rehearsed in brief here to underline the seductions of joined-
up-policy—the oft-found policy workers' desire for policy "coherence". Colebatch 
suggests that this, after "instrumentality" and "hierarchy", is the third assumption 
about social order which underwrites all policy activity (9). In this instance, it 
seemed to give rise to the Arts Committee's wish for a policy regime that extended 
across the breadth of the government's statutory cultural agencies. Coherent policy 
was needed not just for the arts funding programs that subvented artists and arts 
organisations outside govemment (dance companies, non-for-profit galleries and 
writers) but also for the Queensland Museum, the Queensland Art Gallery, the 
State Library of Queensland and the Queensland Performing Arts Centre. 
Beyond the Labor governments' commitment to cultural planning, and 
coalition governments' interest in partial de-regulation, there have, however, been 
several other clear drivers of change within the Queensland government cultural 
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bureaucracy. Some of these are common to governments in Western democracies 
through the 1990s: i) the making generic of policy across art-form areas (or 
delivery areas) as part of an emphasis on cost and process efficiencies within 
culmral policy bureaus (Glover, "Creafive Nafion" and D. Stevenson, Art and 
Organisation 65-66); ii) the focus upon cost efficiencies, collaborations, and 
contracted outputs and outcomes within the subvented industries (perhaps as part 
of the rise of ideologies and practices of managerialism, corporatism, and 
privatisation) (Browning), and iii) the rise of the consultant as an agent in policy 
formation (Saint-Marfin 82-97). 
But some of the drivers of policy change have, however, been particular to 
the Queensland's administrative history. To provide a history of recent Queensland 
cultural policy is to also provide something of a history of government in the state. 
The invention of Queensland cultural policy is in a significant way a product of the 
wider process of inventing modern government in Queensland. Perhaps as 
significant as the Queensland: A State for the Arts report were the wider reforms of 
government often driven by conttibutors from the academic sector. The paradox 
for the concentration of cultural policy scholars clustered in Queensland in the 
1990s, is that it might well have been the contribufions of general policy scholars 
and activists (such as Peter Coaldrake, Glyn Davis, and John Wanna), that made 
the more important contributions to the public administtation of culture. For 
example, Coaldrake's reforms of public sector management (particularly staffing 
structures and protocols) and Davis's systemafisation of policy development 
processes introduced modern government out of the afore-mentioned Burkeian 
disorder. Perhaps, the inttoduction of a planning culture and the development of 
the bureaucratic skill-base within the Queensland public service did as much as the 
;86 
identification and pursuit of particular cultural policy objectives to teansform 
cultural policy, programs, and outcomes. 
Case study: cultural policy 2000 
The policy process I wish to examine is now complete. It ran over a three-year 
period 1999-2002, although I wish to concenttate on my involvement in the 
process in early 2000. The task of developing a new Queensland Government 
cultural policy statement stalled a number of fimes along its path, with changes in 
project leadership, process, and putative outcomes. The two major public outputs 
of the project were the discussion paper. Smart State: Creative Queensland 
released in December 2001 and the release of the final document. Creative 
Queensland in late 2002. Along the way there were several significant documents 
produced for government and industry including the one resulting from my six-
month conttact to Arts Queensland in 2000, Building the Future: A policy 
framework for the next five years (working draft) (see excerpt at Appendix B). 
The imperative to develop a new state culttiral policy followed the election 
of the first Beattie Labor govemment in July 1998 and Matt Foley's appointment 
as Minister for the Arts (following a brief period as Minister in mid-1995 to eariy 
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1996). During the short-term of the Borbidge National-Liberal govemment , 
Treasurer and Minister of the Arts Joan Sheldon had gutted and restructtired Arts 
Queensland removing much of its senior management. Sheldon announced some 
'' The appointment of the (short-termed) Borbidge govemment followed from the fate of 
the Mundingburra by-election that saw the balance of power in Legislative Assembly shift 
from a one-seat majority for the third Goss Govemment to a one seat majority for the 
National-Liberal coalition from March 1996-July 1998. 
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new initiatives—a $250 million plan for extensions to the Cultural Centre, the 
purchase of the Empire Furniture Building—and other long-established processes 
came to fruition, including the first Queensland youth cultural policy which 
commenced under the previous govemment. These initiatives, like the A 
Queensland Arts and Cultural Policy that she released in 1997, were significant for 
their "bricks and mortar" focus which addressed a perceived crisis in arts 
accommodation. 
Foley's second stint as Arts Minister (from July 1998) brought with it a 
major, but rather isolated, electoral-platform initiative to establish a policy for 
public art. Foley remained publicly committed to the Building Local ~ Going 
Global policy"* . When nottng the cultural policies to have been released in 
Queensland he would remember Building Local - Going Global but neglect to 
mention Sheldon's effort. But the two changes of government since the release of 
Budding Local ~ Going Global and the re-structure of Arts Queensland had swept 
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Building Local ~ Going Global seemed redundant even though much of it was left to be 
delivered. This was perhaps because a range of other imperatives to make new policy had 
arisen: the arts electoral platform exhausted, there were a series of policy developments in 
other realms that needed to be responded to—including the implications of new funding 
protocols with local government in relation to the Regional Arts Development Fund and 
public libraries, and, at a federal level, the implications of National Competition Policy. 
Likewise, there was pressure from the arts industry, both on funding levels and the policy 
paradigm, that had led to the further review of Arts Queensland's programs of assistance. 
Internally, Arts Queensland needed to organise responses to the major initiatives of the 
Sheldon arts ministry particularly the $220 million Millennium Arts restructure of the arts 
infrastructure on Brisbane's South Bank. Perhaps the most important driver was the need 
to have public commitments by govemment to arts developments over the coming period. 
This kind of policy statement/commitment seemed fundamental to responding to the new 
government's operational framework which was driven by the seven priorities of 
government, and the emerging Smart State agenda—which during Beattie's second term 
would replace the seven priorities as the key objectives of govemment. Both Arts 
Queensland, and the State library of Queensland particularly among the portfolio 
instruments, were anxious to secure new funds. It was hoped that a policy statement, with 
ministerial, Cabinet and finally Budget Cabinet endorsement, might provide the necessary 
leverage to secure funds through the new Budget Cabinet bidding process. 
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away any significant bureaucrafic connecfion to it. By 1999, Foley's public art 
initiative was looking lonely. Senior Arts Queensland staff began to argue (within 
govemment at least) for the development of a new state cultural policy. The 
bureaucrats perceived policy development as one way of establishing "ttacfion" in 
the process of bidding for new funds for the portfolio^°. The Director of Arts 
Queensland, Kevin Radbourne, and the Executive Manager of the Industry 
Development Unit, Ivan Catlin, initiated a series of policy development exercises. 
It was then proposed that these be gathered into an overarching framework, as a 
successor to the Building Local ~ Going Global document. 
In 1999, Arts Queensland, driven partly by the policy impetus established 
m the early 1990s, confinued to undertake culttiral policy work. Some of this was 
amiounced publicly including the 1995 Hidden Heritage report on community 
museums (which re-jigged the funding relattonship between the Queensland 
Museum and community museums and encouraged a planning-base for community 
•nuseum development), the Art Built-in (public art) policy, Sheldon's Queensland 
Youth Culttiral Policy of 1997 (with a 2000 revision already in draft), the State 
Library of Queensland Smart Libraries Build Smart Communities document, the 
Queensland Performing Arts Trust's reconciliation program, the Queensland 
contemporary music sttategy discussion paper, and, following the enfolding of 
Film Queensland into the Pacific Film and Television Commission in 1997, a new 
PFTC sttategic plan. Less visible to industry and the public were a series of 
'' Bidding was complicated by a shift to a new process that focused on strategic outcomes 
guided by the stated seven priorities of the Beattie govemment. Arts Queensland, as a 
semi-autonomous unit with the Department of Justice and Attorney Queensland, could put 
initiatives forward to its minister and to the Budget Cabinet process, but these tirst 
competed with initiatives from the parent portfolio of Justice, before competing with 
initiatives from all other portfolios in the budget process. 
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internal policy processes being prepared by Arts Queensland and the portfolio 
agencies. These included the restructure of the 1995 restructure of public library 
funding arrangements and levels, a major internal review of the Queensland 
Performing Arts Trust, Arts Queensland's review of its programs of assistance (to 
be completed in 2000), and internal Arts Queensland research papers on art and 
industry (which can be seen as contiguous with the emerging local dialogue about 
creative industries) and art and export. Despite the bureaucratic energy for new 
policy work. Minister Foley was initially reluctant to "green-lighf the policy 
process^', but eventually in early 1999 he acceded to it on the advice of Arts 
Queensland, the industry, his policy advisor Lindy Johnson, and the Department of 
Premier. 
It was apparent from its outset that the new policy process would involve 
players outside Arts Queensland. The two previous Labor policy documents, 
Queensland: A State for the Arts and Building Local ~ Going Global, were 
expansive in their interests. The first had transformative effects. The second moved 
beyond the limits of the arts portfolio to connect to the portfolios of trade, tourism 
and information technology. By 1999, the Premier's Department—mainly through 
senior bureaucrat Peter Bridgman—expressed concem about the quality of the 
policy work coming out of Arts Queensland. After the Treasury to "bail-out" of 
Opera Queensland in 1999, there was a need to rethink the funding rationales for 
the major performing arts organizations. At the same time, the Premier maintained 
a close interest in the cultural life of the state. This interest was enacted through the 
establishment of the Premier's Awards for Literature, the drama prize partnership 
Foley was to later be accused of being policy-averse by the industry, when, by late 2000, 
his effectiveness as Arts Minister was brought into question. 
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with Queensland Theatre Company, and the establishment of the Brisbane Festival 
of Ideas^^. An audit of cultural policy activity across government revealed I to be 
extensive. Some departments—such as the Department of Premier and the 
Department of State Development—were more significant than others, but it was 
becoming possible to think of cultural development as a policy interest of the 
whole-of-government. 
Beyond Deborah Stevenson's and Tom O'Regan's explanation of cultural 
policy's expanded domain as a product of broader definition of culmre, 
consideration must also be given to the way the arts have argued their value since 
the Industry Assistance Commission inquiries of the late 1970s. We can see these 
inquiries as the starting point for the rise of arguments about the economic value of 
the arts and the starting point for the retteat of traditional arguments for arts 
excellence (Radbourne and Eraser 24-25). As Stevenson lays out, the ideological 
centrality of "excellence" was eroded from the late 1970s by concerns for access, 
participation, and (by the mid-1990s) audience (64). By the close of the cenmry, 
cultural bureaus were able to, and increasingly chose to, articulate policy outcomes 
in terms of social and economic dividends alongside the somewhat wom down 
traditional "value of the arts" arguments^^ 
Many of the arts cultural initiatives which came out of Premier's Department during this 
time were greeted by Foley with the grim smile of a minister who, while under attack for 
being unable to secure new funds for his own portfolio, had to stand by while his Premier 
was able to roll out good news. 
" Determining how much the arts sector chose to, or was forced to, pursue this line, as the 
wider economic policy agenda moved ever further to the right in the twenty-five years 
after Whitlam is beyond divination here, but there have been several strong advocates 
(including Senator Bob McMuUan when federal Labor spokesperson for the arts) for 
arguing the arts in their own terms. Zane Trow, then Director of the Brisbane Powerhouse, 
in his feedback to the Australia Council during its 2001 Planning for Future exercise, saw 
the reframing of arguments for the value of arts in anything other than "artistic" terms as 
giving in to an increasingly economicalised discourse. 
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Further impetus for a whole-of-government approach was provided by the 
operating structures of the first Beattie govemment. There were many stmctures 
that encouraged joined-up policy, including: the development of seven priorities 
against which all govemment programs had to report; the development of a new 
heads of govemment mechanism which brought together directors-general into 
cross-portfolio working groups; and, a requirement (in-line with the approach 
taken by the Brisbane City Council) that all Cabinet briefing papers indicate 
whether it is a whole-of-government submission. Often policy or cabinet 
submissions would need to respond to, or contextualise themselves in relafion to, a 
series of cross-departmental policy plans such as the Communication & IT 
framework, the state government Innovation Plan, and the Smart State Plan 
(although it was yet to take on the centrality it assumed in the second term of the 
Beattie government. Likewise, all policy inifiatives needed to conform to the state 
government community service arrangements and the federal government 
competition policy. 
When I was contracted by Arts Queensland, in December 1999, as the 
replacement consultant to drive the policy process, one of my first tasks was to 
gather together the policy work that had already been untaken (see above). It was 
immediately clear much of this work had implications for the rest of government^^ 
Likewise, it was quickly apparent there was a significant level of government 
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The Art Built-m policy required Arts Queensland's Public Art Agency to negotiate with 
any department undertaking major public works. A new regional arts policy had heavily 
mvolved the Department of Local Govemment and led to a review of the Regional Arts 
Fund funding formula between Arts Queensland and local govemment authorities. Arts 
Queensland had partnered with Tourism Queensland to establish a cultural tourism 
program officer within Tourism Queensland. Meanwhile, the partnership with the 
Department of State Development was multi-faceted involving both a small grants scheme 
for cultural enterprises and later a policy collaboration around the creative industries. 
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culttiral activity and policy work underway outside of the portfolio5^ Together, the 
broadened definition of culture, the broadened arguments for the arts, the whole-
of-government processes of the Beattie government, and the mattix cross-
departmental policy and program initiatives made a whole-of-government cultural 
policy approach not just desirable but near inevitable. 
Within the policy process there were, however, significant impediments to 
the policy process endemic to arts agencies. While at a federal govemment level, 
DCITA, and its twenty or so arts component instrumentalities, constate a sizeable 
department, most state govemment arts departments or agencies are small and 
suffer for their size. At the time. Arts Queensland had forty or so staff to fulfil both 
program and policy functions'^ This limited the ideas base and skill-base of the 
organisation. More immediately, the modest scale of the agency circumscribed its 
policy capacity and its capacity to develop new programs and modes of delivery. 
As the culttiral development agenda "ripped" horizontally across government. Arts 
Queensland was not well-placed to provide expert input or advice. This horizontal 
" To an extent, the policy work happening outside Arts Queensland was more interesting 
than that within it. The department of State Development had invested in an IT/Multi-
media incubator at Toowong, and flagged a $ 15m investment in QUT Creative Indusmes 
precinct The Heritage Trails project committed $260m to regional museum and cultural 
tourism development. The Roma Street Parklands helped complete a ring of cuUural 
spaces around Brisbane city and brought with it a partnership with the Smithsonian 
Institute negotiated by the Department of Premier. The communication «& IT strategic plan 
out of Department of Local Govemment and Innovation linked to the Arts Queensland 
Digital Media Strategy. The department also supported Quantum and Multi-media Art 
Asia-Pacific Likewise, the Premier's Department had become a key player with new and 
existing programs including the establishment of a cultural policy function within social 
policy area of the department, the publication of new guidelines for the Qld Events Corp, 
establishment of an Events Co-ordinator in Premiers which oversaw the Centenary of 
Federation celebrations and the establishment of Brisbane Ideas Festival. 
^^The program focus of Arts Queensland staff, and their advocacy on behalf of the arts 
industry and their clients, was a concem to the Director-General of the Department of 
Attorney-General and Justice (the host department for Arts Queensland). Subsequently, 
the Director-General sought to more cleariy re-enforce that Arts Queensland's foremost 
task was to provide independent advice to the Arts Minister. 
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expansion presented an opportunity to steer new resources into cultural 
development across the state. Yet, Arts Queensland, rather than being driven by a 
policy vision, was unable to provide advice except reactively. The agency's 
marginalisation inside the Department of Attomey-General and Justice, its scale, 
its limited networks within govemment, and its difficulty in speaking the language 
of the rest of government all counted against it. The situation was worse for some 
of the instrumentalities within the arts portfolio. While the State Library of 
Queensland, which had clear policy protocols with local government in relation to 
public library provision, the Queensland Museum and the Queensland Performing 
Arts Trust were isolated within government. 
The proposed and actual process for the development of the policy, 
inevitably, only vaguely echoed the preferred process as dictated by the state 
government policy handbook. As the consultant in the actual policy-making 
setting, my advice and actions was always limited by timeframe, resources, the 
process that had come before (including the work of the now-deposed policy 
consultant) and the not necessarily congruent views of the immediate stakeholders: 
Arts Queensland officers (particularly Ivan Catlin as Director of the Industry 
Development Unit); the minister's office; the Arts Minister; industry peers brought 
as advisors (namely Judith Mclean, John Kotzas and Anne Jones); and, as the 
process broadened, agencies outside of Arts Queensland (the arts stattitory 
authorities, the Pacific Film and Television Commission, the Department of 
Premier, and the apparattis of the Queensland Branch of the Australian Labour 
Party). Because of the Arts Minister's initial tardiness to start a policy formafion 
process, a divide quickly emerged between the transformafional ambifions of 
senior Arts Queensland staff and the more rhetorical ambitions of the Minister's 
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office. Arts Queensland saw the policy process as its best hope to get new and 
ftinded initiatives on the agenda of govemment, while the Minister (and his office) 
were more interested in a "rhetorical" policy document that would arrange the 
existing programs and activities of government in a discursive statement of policy 
values. 
While the Premier's office backed the policy process, no encouragement 
was given for the developing initiatives with cost implications. Other than the 
Cabinet Budget Submission process, through which departments bid for new funds 
on the basis of their sttategic benefit to the state, the process of securing new funds 
(over compefing claims) is a mysterious one. From my posifion as a mid-level 
consultant to a small agency with a facfionally-non-aligned minister, working to a 
premier who was happy to roll out his own agenda of culttiral initiatives, costed 
initiatives were difficutt to pursue. This created a dilemma as to how to sell the 
policy process to industry. The state government policy handbook. Governing 
Queensland, argues that to have legitimacy the policy would have to involve 
several rounds of consultation with a broad range of stakeholders (1.2). This 
consultafion needed to be undertaken in a serious and comprehensive enough way 
to have credibility with the industry. At the same time, there was a danger of 
stoking industry expectations of ttansformation change and new funding. 
Compared to the 1990-91 policy process—which proceeded under the imprimatur 
of the Labor Party's pre-elecfion platform, the Premier's tenure-ship of the Arts 
Portfolio, and with near industry-wide pressure for change—the political case for 
this new policy was weak. There was little certainty, perhaps little likelihood, any 
inifiatives with cost implications that were developed through the policy processes 
would secure the support of executive govemment and the Budget Cabinet process. 
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By January 2000, a brief for the process of policy development had been signed off 
on by the Minister. 
The limited polifical traction of the policy process led to a somewhat 
circumscribed approach to industry consultation. In order to keep the timeframe 
compressed and expectations low three strategies of consultation were approved. In 
contrast to the 1990 formation of an Arts Review Committee, which took many 
hundreds of public submissions and undertook six months of consultation, in 2000 
Arts Queensland staff i) called, in January, for public written submissions to be 
made by February; ii) scheduled 90 minute public consultafions (chaired by Anne 
Jones, with the Minister in attendance) for the Sunshine Coast, Brisbane, 
Rockhampton, Townsville and Cairns; and iii) following a letter from the Minister, 
met with the policy officers, boards, and CEOs of the arts statutory authorities. 
The policy team was also constrained. I was employed on an hourly, as 
needed, basis during the first six months of 2000 and I ended up working on the 
project for a day or two days per week throughout this period. I was assisted by an 
Arts Queensland Officer, Gillian Gardner, who recused herself from her usual 
duties as Youth Arts Officer. Gardener and I reported to Ivan Catlin and to an 
advisory committee chaired by Catlin, which included Lindy Johnson as the 
minister's representative, and John Kotzas (QPAT) and Anne Jones (Toadshow) 
who were also stalwarts of the ALP arts policy committees'^ 
The introduction of the advisory committee underlines the multi-agency in policy 
development. 1 have described a series of agents and levers in the process: party platforms-
senior executive government (Budget Review Committee); executive govemment; the 
Mmisterofthe Arts; ministerial officers; departmental officers from Justice and Attorney-
General; Arts Queensland staff, consultants and peers; industry (including advocacy and 
service organizations); policy specialists such as other policy consultants and staff from 
the Australian Key Centre for Media and Cultural Policy; central policy agencies of 
govemment (including the Premier's Department); and other government departments. 
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Through the period March to May 2000, Gardener and I undertook two 
entwined processes. We produced a series of brief discussion documents to order 
the deliberations of the Arts Queensland reference group. This included 
undertaking an audit of existing policy/program activity, and developing proposed 
policy priorities. The second process was to begin drafting a public policy 
statement informed by the concurrent policy discussions and our own thinking on 
policy directions. Various complications emerged. During the same period David 
Fishel, a consultant with Positive Solutions, was undertaking a review of the Arts 
Queensland funding programs. This review was narrower but highly pertinent to 
Arts Queensland's, rather than the Arts Portfolio's, core business. Fishel expressed 
concern that there would conttadictions between the direction of his narrow 
review, which was due to be completed before the overall portfolio policy 
statement was completed, and the statement itself Instead of the ftinding programs 
springing from the overall new state arts policy framework, the framework would 
need to accommodate the review of funding programs. This tension re-enforced 
that the broader arts policy statement was, invariably, to be limited to re-inventing 
the "rhetoric" of arts policy rather than delivering extensive programmatic reform. 
This means that policy documents are invariably over-determined. Likewise, there are a 
multiple clients including the whole-of-govemment apparatus, the Minister, Arts 
Queensland, the cultural industries, and the community. Interestingly, though the sign-off 
of the document is less horizontal. Instead it involved a vertical procession through the 
structure of govemment (from consultant via the advisory committee, Arts Queensland, 
the Director-General of Justice to the Minister for the Arts and his advisers) before moving 
sideways through apparatus of govemment (including policy advisors from other 
departments particulariy within centtal agencies), before finally proceeding through the 
layers of executive govemment. The cast of active rather than passive stakeholders tends 
to shift as the project progresses. During the consultation phase active stakeholders include 
the commissioning agent, the industry, the media and the policy writer. By the policy-
drafting stage, the industry has fallen away, and the minister and the minister's staff, the 
advisory group, arts agency bureaucrats and central agency bureaucrats become more 
active. By the decision-making stage, the director-general, the minister and his advisers, 
policy bureaucrats from other departments, and eventually Cabinet are more important. 
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By May 2000, the proposed new policy statement was in a long draft of 
more than 30,000 words. At every opportunity, we erred on the side of keeping 
material in the document. We aimed to make the document a comprehensive 
statement of government-wide commitments in relation to arts and cultural 
development. By this time, the lack of clarity about the aims and process of the 
project began to emerge. In presenting the draft to the advisory group, it became 
clear that there was no agreed strategic purpose to the document. While not 
necessarily mutually exclusive we had a range of options as to how the policy 
could develop. Was it to be an advertisement, a framework for policy ideas, an 
audit, or a report on achievements? Tied to this were questions about the audience 
for the policy statement. Was it aimed at the public, the arts industry, bureaucrats 
inside Arts Queensland, or, in keeping with the whole-of-government inflection to 
the document and its putative use in bidding for funds inside government, 
bureaucrats outside of Arts Queensland? 
My conception of the document was as a culttiral policy framework for the 
whole-of-government for the coming five years. It would concentrate on cultural 
policy in three realms: Arts Queensland, the arts instrumentalities, and other 
departments (particularly the culttiral initiatives undertaken by the Department of 
Premier and the Department of State Development). In order to do this I articulated 
(for myself) a series of goals for the document. It needed to provide the 
philosophical underpinnings for a new arts and culttiral policy, discuss the culttiral 
significance of "community" in the context of the arts, omiine expansion plans for 
the arts infrastructure throughout Queensland, advance ideas for increased 
employment in the arts and culttiral industties, explore the development of new 
audiences and markets, address contemporary issues of technology, globalisation 
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and culture commodification, promote a whole-of-government approach to the arts 
and cultural industries, address social justice and equity concerns associated with 
cultural diversity, and present examples of current and new arts and cultural 
practices. 
Central among these aims was addressing Arts Queensland's 
marginalisation with government and its difficulty in securing new funds for 
culmral development. I believed this could be remedied by re-orientating Arts 
Queensland as a "boutique cultural policy-teriate" which provided high-level 
advice to other departments about cultural development and levered cultural 
development funds from those agencies. In order to do this, the policy statement 
needed to articulate a broader cultural development agenda for the whole-of-
govemment, partly by capturing the extent of cultural activity, and partly by 
suggesting ways of enacting responses to the ever-broadening definition of culture. 
In its Ministerial preamble the policy document made the kind of 
statements that have become familiar to us through many cultural policies from the 
1990s: 
A concem for arts and culture—the life of the people—is 
fundamental to strengthening our communities, building our 
economic sustainability, developing a unique Queensland identity 
and marking our place in the global context. 
The document was then explicit about how I imagined it might be useful: 
This document outlines a framework for arts and cultural 
development in Queensland over the next five years. It will assist 
govemment departments and agencies in the allocation of resources 
and decision-making through the identification of clear objectives, 
priorities and strategies for development. This document supports 
the State Government's seven priorities. It makes clear how arts 
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and culttiral development contribute not just to a "better quaity of 
life" but to a number of other govemment prionttes includmg 
"More jobs for Queenslanders", "Building Queensland's Regions", 
"Building Queensland-the Smart State", and "Safer and More 
Supportive Communities". 
This framework tries to differentiate between the many objectives 
that direct government's engagement with arts and culttu-e. It seems 
too simplistic to say that we know that the arts are "good for us"; it 
seems important to try to describe how they conttibute to our 
community and make our lives better. A concrete articulation of 
how we believe the community will benefit from an investment in 
culttiral development will allow for greater harmony between the 
Government's culttiral agenda and its other key policy frameworks. 
Even in its earliest drafts the policy statement is clearly concemed with its own 
stattis, going so far as to make statements about the useftilness of policy statements 
within govemment. In its "wonkish" concem with the processes and utility of 
policy, it had much less to say about programs or inifiatives. Five key sttategies 
were identified: i) building sttong communities and supporting diversity; ii) 
building the creative industties and the culttiral economy; iii) developing audiences 
and telling Queensland's stories; iv) delivering to the world; and v) a new role for 
govemment. While the second aim of building the creative industries and the 
cultural economy was an addition to the exisfing Australian arts policy discourse, it 
CO 
is the articulation of a new role for govemment that is most radical here . The 
'* In its other aims the document was unsurprising enough. The chapter "Building Diverse 
and Vibrant Communities", for example, re-presented elements that, while important to 
the Minister, had largely been part of the govemment cultural agenda since 1991: building 
better public places, investing in our heritage, developing our young people, supporting 
festivals for community and economic development, building Indigenous cultural 
industries, skilling young Indigenous people, providing access for every Indigenous 
community in Queensland, developing public libraries as providers of access to life-long 
learning, library services in Indigenous communities, building a new library for a growing 
state, developing a strategy for the state's museums, planning for cultural diversity, 
planning for art and disability services, simplifying access to arts and cultural funding and 
investment, providing state-wide support for arts and cultural activity, and planning for 
state-wide cultural development. 
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document went to the length of explicitly suggesting a series of actions to enable 
Arts Queensland to re-position itself inside govemment: develop an ongoing policy 
cycle; position Arts Queensland as a lead agency for culttiral policy development; 
establish a mechanism for joint policy planning across the arts portfolio; adopt a 
whole-of-govemment approach to policy-making and program delivery; use arts 
and cultural sttategies to deliver on social and economic policy agendas; centtalise 
some cultural policy functions and project; maintain and develop mechanisms and 
peer assessment; establish long-term strategic relationships with the 
Commonwealth and local govemment; investigate new vehicles for arts and 
cultural investment; investigate partnerships between industry, community and 
govemment; and develop appropriate performance measures for the cultural 
industries. 
In retrospect, perhaps my vision for Arts Queensland as an agency was an 
exercise in telling govemment how to suck eggs, but it is plausible that the 
quickest path to cultural development was to address administrative and stmctural 
issues in the govemance of culture. However, this orientation to the policy paper 
and its commentary on govemment administration of culture sealed its fate as a 
policy exercise. While the statements on other areas were unsurprising enough— 
although they did seek to throw a wider net than earlier policy statements over the 
extent of govemment cultural activity—the vision for the govemment 
administrafion of culture amounted to an implicit crificism of how Arts Queensland 
(particularly) went about its business. While the 1991 Queensland: A State for the 
Arts report, following on from a change of govemment after 23 years of 
conservative mle, could bravely suggest wholesale changes to the stmcture of the 
Arts Division (down to staffing levels for the new agency), the 2000 policy 
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exercise could not accommodate what amounted to implicit criticism of Arts 
Queensland and its administtation of culture over the previous decade. 
The policy document went through several drafts over the fu-st half of 2000. 
By August 2000, I had removed myself from the process and handed the drafting 
over to Gillian Gardener. She, and later Ivan Catlin, produced shorter version that 
in removing the discursive quality of my initial draft perhaps made it more suitable 
as a public document. By November 2000, however, it is reasonable to say that the 
policy document was abandoned. Significantly though, from May 2000 the 
working drafts began to be used as internal discussion documents with 
govemment. Thus, the document had a continued policy utility. The discussions 
that gave rise to my policy draft/discussion paper, the document itself, and the 
subsequent discussions about the further development of the document, helped 
organise future policy statements and stmctural adjustments by govemment. In this 
case, a "failed" policy process, and its intermediate outcomes, through the chum of 
policy, assisted govemment towards an eventual policy statement and a new form 
of governmental organisation. 
After the re-election of the Beattie govemment in January 2001, Arts 
Queensland was constituted as a stand-alone department with its own director-
general for the first time. This, and the pressure of unmet industry expectations, 
gave impettis to the re-constitution of the policy process. Under the leadership of 
Arts Queensland policy officer Donna McDonald, a more substantial policy 
process was commenced with the earlier policy documents as a starting point. By 
early 2002, the document was in substantial draft. As had become endemic in this 
policy process, McDonald was removed from the drafting task around this time, 
replaced another Arts Queensland officer Bret Mannison. The eventtial policy, 
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Creative Queensland, was released in October 2002. The relationship between the 
final published policy and my earlier drafts can only be speculated upon. 
Significantly though, Creative Queensland sought to extend two ideas that I 
believe the earlier process did much to mobiHse: a whole-of-govemment approach 
to culture; and a broader operant definition of culture. It is important not to see 
these as ideas merely existing "textually" in the earlier policy draft of Building the 
Future, but instead to see them as ideas that had begun adhere themselves to the 
cultural policy mechanism of government, and begun to be deployed in internal 
policy discussions and in program design, before finding an eventual home in a 
published policy text. 
The productive effects of the aborted policy process in which I participated are 
difficult to quantify. They are difficult, in fact, to separate out from governments' 
ongoing processes of producing and circulating policy ideas. What is clear is that 
the effects of Building the Future were not entirely negated by it never becoming 
public. Instead, despite only circulating to a readership of bureaucrats it 
represented the ideas of part of the bureaucracy at a point in time. 
Bridgman and Davis's model of the Australian policy cycle is ambiguous 
about where the policy process begins and ends. In one instance they represent it as 
Imear but strictly circular, always coming back to its own starting point (27). 
Elsewhere, however, tiiey represent it as linear, but not necessarily circular, 
passing through eight stages with a defined beginning and end: identification of 
issues; policy analysis; choosing policy insttnments; consultafion; co-ordinafion; 
decision; implementation; and evaluation (28-29). What is clear, from the 1999-
2002 policy process—if we take the full period between when Arts Queensland 
*B3, 
began to organise the development of a new arts policy and its publication as 
Creative Queensland in October 2002—is that the policy process was not a linear 
one progressing in an orderly fashion towards policy outcomes. Instead, Building 
the Future, as a snapshot in time (namely early to mid-2000) of an incomplete 
policy process, reveals policy-making as involving a concurrency of policy activity 
rather than a progression through linear steps. 
Building the Future served multiple functions in the policy process or, at 
least, an examination of it captures the concurrency of policy functions, 
particularly of those at the front end of Bridgman and Davis's eight step policy 
process. At the same time that the policy discussion paper identifies issues, it 
undertakes analysis of policy issues, it describes plausible policy instruments, it 
arises in part from consultafion (which suggests Arts Queensland sees this as a first 
step rather that as an intermediate one as suggested by Bridgman and Davis), and it 
suggests modes of co-ordination (particularly a whole-of-govemment approach to 
culture). What Building the Future does not do is provide advice to government for 
future decisions. In some sense h confines itself to describing plausible future 
directions rather than committing any new resources or presenting any new 
decisions, although it does try to represent the breadth of existing govemment 
programs. Likewise, it does not contribute to the implementation of policy or its 
evaluafion^^. 
Because Building the Future was never released except within govemment, 
it served mostly as a discussion document (which captured the thinking of the 
59 The differences between evaluation as last step of the policy cycle, and identifying 
issues as the first step can be nominal. It is no surprise that this sit next to each other in the 
Bridgman and Davis's cyclical version of the policy process. The difference can be 
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bureau to that point) and a resource document (that is, as a storehouse of ideas and 
modes of policy representation) for future policy drafters. Rather than being an 
implementation document, it is perhaps best understood as serving an analytical 
function, briefing Arts Queensland executive staff, the Minister and bureaucrats 
from other departments as to current policy thinking. It can be considered as a 
product and snapshot of the "chum" of policy work that happens in between the 
beginning and end of an episode of policy-making. It captures policy acfion and 
thought prior to the revised social or economic configurafions that follows policy 
implementation. Following Mark Considine's conception of policy work as the 
state's effort at "system-wide informafion exchange and policy transfer" (271), the 
document is concemed less in the ordering of resources than the organisafion of 
policy discourse. The "chum" of policy is the mobilisation of information, or for 
Considine: 
policy-making, when considered as an innovation system among 
linked or interdependent actors, becomes a learning and regulating 
web based upon continuous exchanges of informafion and skill. 
Leaming occurs through regulated exchange, rather than through 
heroic insight or special legislative feats of the kind regularly 
described in newspapers. (269) 
In Considine's terms, the concurrency of the policy funcfions of the 
Building the Future exercise is less problematic than when mapped against the 
Bridgman and Davis model. For Considine, the concurrency of Building the 
Future's functions of idenfifying issues, policy analysis, policy instruments, 
consuhafion, and co-ordinafion, is part of the conttnuous exchange of informafion 
understood as, while issue identification looks outward to the state of the industry or 
community, policy evaluation tends to look inward to the efficacy of policy settings. 
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and skill which he sees as fundamental to policy innovation. Instead of viewing the 
overiap of policy functions as poor policy-making, as we might consider it under 
Bridgman and Davis's model, it can instead be viewed as an inevitability of 
supporting the many concurrent policy conversations or interactions that are 
underway within a policy field. 
Perhaps the best example of the potenfial benefit of this policy "chum"—as 
distinct from any inclination to view the aborted policy exercise as a total wasted 
effort—was the usefulness of the Building the Future policy process in mobilising 
the idea of whole-of-government policy-making within Arts Queensland (and more 
broadly across government). As stated earlier, whole-of-governmentalism can be 
understood as an idea abroad in Australian and Canadian bureaus generally by the 
mid-1990s. While O'Regan has argued for its usefulness to bureaus concerned 
with cultural administration—particularly as the domain of culture proliferates 
across govemment—we can also see the take-up of whole-of-governmentalism by 
cultural bureaus as an extension of the wider take-up of whole-of-governmentalism 
by various elements of Australian government. It can be further argued that whole-
of government approaches by arts bureaus are not so much an indication of the 
new centrality of culttire as an interest of government, but an opportunistic 
response to the marginalisation of these bureaus within government. Facing 
difficulties in securing new funds, arts bureaus have begun to look to elsewhere in 
government for cultural funding or at least funding partners. 
While difficult to establish definitively, I suspect that the aborted policy 
process while not immediately eventuating in a published outcome did much to 
mobilise the idea of whole-of-governmentalism within Arts Queensland. By 
casting the policy process as a whole-of-government one—which was a distinct 
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departure from the agency-only policy statements of 1991, 1995 and 1997—the 
discussion towards the generation of the Building the Future document, and the 
discussion after its abandonment, helped shift Arts Queensland's view of its own 
role. In some sense, the turn towards whole-of-governmentalism in the policy 
process was unsurprising enough. As much as anything, it was produced by the 
allied levers of a personal determinafion to map the extent of culttiral programs 
across govemment (driven by my inculcation into the key centre [AKCCMP] 
viewpoint on the breadth of culture), while at the same time seeking to meet 
Ministerial limitations on inifiatives with cost implicafions. In such a scenario, 
discussion of Arts Queensland's role in relafion to the rest of govemment is 
unsurprising. 
In relation to the question of how we might conduct Australian cultural 
policy studies, this case smdy underlines the value of an approach concemed with 
policy process rather than with final policy texts. In this instance, an attention to 
policy process allowed us to understand the development of whole-of-government 
approaches to Queensland cultural policy in the late 1990s and early 2000s. We 
could, by eavesdropping on the discussions of the bureaucracy, view this whole-of 
governmentalism not as part of a sea-change in cultural policies generally, but as 
produced out of the wider take-up of whole-of-governmentalism within Australian 
governments. More specifically we are able to see the approach develop out of the 
particular structural and political circumstances of Arts Queensland as a relatively 
marginal agency. This second driver of whole-of-governmentalism in cultural 
policy—that is, the bureaucratic marginality of cultural bureaus—is not quickly 
revealed by policy texts, which tend to suggest governments as rational entities, 
holding resolved positions that arise from managed processes of policy formation. 
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The bureaucratic processes towards that decision are rarely acknowledged. And 
when acknowledged—such as in the account of the pathway towards policy 
recommendations detailed in Queensland: A State for the Arts—they are not 
critiqued. The rhetorical and marketing functions of policy texts lend an opacity to 
them as accounts of their own development. And, where the processes of policy 
development shape the policy outcome in a significant way, this can only be 
understood by examining policy process rather than policy outcome. 
In this chapter I have sought to explain the 1999-2002 policy process and 
particularly my involvement in it (during 2000) as the products and agents of 
policy forces. This is an altemative to the rationalist (and textualist) view that sees 
it as a process terminating in a new cultural policy document released in October 
2002, which is then enacted to re-organise the governance of culture. The case 
study is intended to underline the dynamism of government as a policy domain, 
where, as Considine suggests, policy ideas and policy agents are in a complex and 
ongoing productive engagement. This engagement, in this case, to produce an 
interim policy discussion paper, has its own governmentalising effects. The 
process of drafting Building the Future, in its mobilisation of a new vision of Arts 
Queensland as a boufique "cultural policy-teriate" serving the needs of the rest of 
government, is an instance of the productive "chum" of policy work. 
While Building the Future is itself a policy statement of sorts, albeit only 
an intermediate output for govemment consumption rather that a policy text 
representing government commitments, the policy work in its development—and 
the effects of these policy changes—underline the existence of an alternative to the 
usual approach to cultural policy studies. While to date, Australian cultural policy 
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studies has frequentfy "read" the state of the govemance of cuUure off of policy 
texts, this case smdy suggests that policy thought and processes of cultural 
govemance are also revealed in the examination of cultural policy-making 
processes and activity. 
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5 Conclusion 
This thesis ties together two ideas to suggest new developments in cultural policy 
studies, particularly as it relates to Australian literary (or print culture) policy. The 
first idea is to point out the forgetting of the "literary" within Australian cultural 
policy smdies. This forgetting echoes the patricidal rejection of literature as a 
constituent act in the formation of cultural studies out of literary studies. The 
literary was rejected in its historical constmction as a non-popular cultural form 
and in its historical reliance upon textual interpretative methodologies. These 
textual methodologies have been viewed, at their worst, as nothing more than an 
aesthetics that ablates its own politics. When cultural studies and cultural policy 
studies turned to new objects of interest and new methodologies, the literary was 
left behind. Over time, the kind of political questions promoted by cultural studies 
have gradually been taken up as part of literary studies' concems, but Australian 
cultural policy studies has demonstrated relatively little interest in print culture. 
I argue against this forgetting of literature, and against the narrow 
construction of literature policy around the Literature Board of the Australia 
Council. Instead, I have tried to suggest literature (or print culture) is subject to a 
well-developed but unco-ordinated system of regulation disbursed across 
govemment and other invested institutions. Literature (or print culture) are, in their 
day-by-day improvisation by these many agents, ordered by historical practices, by 
representation, and the enactment of economic interest. In the case of the literary 
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transformation of Brisbane we can see an confluence of interests among individual 
authors, the commercial media seeking to transform the identity of Brisbane 
lifestyle, burghers seeking to promote their city, and the state govemment in its 
investment in local literary culture. 
My second idea is to question the implications of the remnant textualism in much 
of the method of Australian cultural policy studies; and to ask, what are the 
possibilities of cultural policy studies which interests itself not in policy texts or 
policy programs, so much as the processes of cultural policy-making? The 
prospects for, and the prospective form of, cultural policy studies should be partly 
evident from what the field has achieved so far, and from how we imagine it will 
adapt within cultural studies to external client needs and changes in its domain of 
action. This thesis has suggested a plausible development in the focus of cultural 
policy studies: the possibility of an improved capacity to provide government with 
expertise in policy-making processes in the domain of culture, alongside the 
existing well-developed ability to produce and circulate a discourse of critique. 
This ambition takes up a particular of meaning of the Habermasian notion of 
"praxis", which, as Tony Bennett has recently argued ("Intellectuals, Culttire, 
Policy:" 357), in any circumstance may, or may not be, tethered to the task of 
Habermasian "critique". 
This thesis also suggests, in circumstances where praxis and critique go 
hand-in-hand, that an understanding of government's own processes in cultural 
policy-making may be an illuminating vantage point from which to understand and 
critique policy programs (and even the policy documents) that are produced. The 
previous chapter emphasised that whole-of-government cultural policy may be 
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produced out of, not just a revised and broadened operant definifion of "culture", 
but out of the circumstances of individual culmral policy agencies and the wider 
trends in the policy-making processes of govemment. Likewise, as argued earlier, 
the shape and operation of Australian literary policy reflects the dispersal (in an 
unco-ordinated way) of responsibility for the development and delivery of its 
component elements across and between the levels of government. 
This formula, however, is not foolproof Obviously, the proffering of a 
simple instrumental policy-science discourse denuded of any concem with the 
"critique" function of cultural smdies would be a debasement of the consfituent 
political criticality of the discipline. Outside a few figures, such as Colin Mercer 
and Charles Landry—who are able to annunciate a politics of the processes of 
culmral planning—fear of this instrumentalism seems to have precluded an 
engagement by cultural policy studies scholars in policy-making/7er se. Ian Hunter 
sees such instrumentalism as a relatively unproblematic continuation of the 
historical function of the Enlightenment university ("Personality as a Vocafion" 
54). 
Stuart Cunningham sees cultural policy studies as a contribution to, what 
was for some in cultural smdies, the newly-legitimated social-democratic state. 
Cunningham, however, has never fully enacted the pragmatics he advocates. And 
for many in cultural studies there is a concern about taking up the vantage point 
and the role that Cunningham suggested, fearful of any attendant reduction of 
cultural policy studies into an handmaiden of government or of capital. These 
anxieties reflect an admirable reticence about forfeittng a fragile—and perhaps 
even spurious—high moral position in order to grab the levers of policy action. 
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An example of this was my experience in 2000 of a meeting I had 
organised with Professor Tom O'Regan, then Dnector of the (defunct) Australian 
Key Centre for Cultural and Media Policy, and Dr Lisanne Gibson, a ttusted 
lieutenant. As a consultant to Arts Queensland working on the formation of the 
new cultural policy framework, I was interested in new ideas for policy, 
particularly those which might extend or "refresh" the public or economic mandate 
of the traditional performing arts organizations (Opera Queensland, Queensland 
Ballet, La Boite Theatre, and so on). Major performing arts organisafions of this 
kind had been among the first non-government arts organisations to receive 
government funding with the formation of Australian Elizabethan Theatre Trust 
(Radbourne and Eraser 17) in the 1950s. Neariy fifty years on, state and federal 
governments remained locked into supporting these organisations, but with ever-
attenuated arguments for doing so. The attacks, from the left, on the "excellence" 
arguments of the Austtalia Council—such as those mounted by Tim Rowse and 
Deborah Stevenson—had helped dislodge the idea that the major traditional 
performing arts organisations had a right to funding as cornerstone cultural 
institutions. Despite this, the major performing arts organisations, particularly with 
a coalition government in Canberra, were not going to go down without a fight. 
The 1999 Securing the Future report attempted to reassert the cultural significance 
of these organisafions: 
We have high tech and education to sell as well as wheat, wool, 
and minerals. Mightn't our potenfial customers for these 
sophisficated commodities be more inclined to believe in the high 
standard of what we have to offer if they see the films we make, 
the books we produce and from what we offer in the way of the 
theatre, opera, galleries, music, that we are a society that demands 
and produces work of highest quality. (Malouf, "Securing the 
Future" 20) 
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Shame of it; for, as we can witness from David Malouf s foreword, the arguments 
for funding the major performing arts are increasingly second-order ones. Matthew 
Amold proclaimed, "'culture' was supreme over 'coal'" (Amold in Hartley, A 
Short History of Cultural Studies 89). For Malouf, moving beyond a mere rejecfion 
of economic determinism into cultural proselytism, opera will guarantee the quality 
of our "coal". Sttonger arguments for the major performing arts can be made, such 
iS their importance as appurtenances to cities trying to project particular culttire 
brands. This, however, is easier to say of the performing arts organisafions in 
Salzburg or Vienna than in a city like Brisbane. Either way, it seems clear that 
many of the ttaditional arguments for subvention have worn thin at the elbows (D. 
Stevenson, Art and Organisation 10). 
My trip to the key centre was one in search of new arguments. And, while it 
seems churlish to say none were forthcoming, it is important to note that it was 
clear that this was not a role the key centre conceived of for itself What, as a 
policy-maker, I needed was a new "booster-ish" rhetoric to repackage the 
government's commitment to a ttanche of arts activity and organisations. These 
were organisations, I sensed from my vantage point as a consultant, the state 
government felt compelled to support but was increasingly unable to find words to 
justify doing so. I needed better words than Malouf could conjure up. It was not 
that there were no reasons to fund these organisations—at the very least the 
govemment was keen to avoid the political cost of de-funding them. It was just that 
the discourse of culttiral crifique mobilised by cultural studies and Australian 
culttiral policy sttidies had problematised (rather than made easier) govemment 
subvention for such organisations. As I trudged out to the suburban Nathan campus 
of Griffith University that housed the nation's leading academic organisation for 
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cultural policy study I hoped for its input into arguments for funding the major 
performing arts. I hoped for something more substantial than Malouf could muster. 
And while when called on for critique the key centre could do it quickly and well, 
when called on for policy rhetoric—to serve the state government's short-term 
political interests—the key centre staff had less to offer. The key centre, it seems 
was regulated or "ordered" by the conditions of its production within the critical 
discourse of cultural studies to respond in one way, but not another. Toby Miller's 
insistence on a politically-alert but insfitutionally-independent cultural policy 
studies was met, and, likewise, Jim McGuigan's requirement for a cultural policy 
analysis that goes "beneath the surface to examine structures and processes" was 
satisfied (McGuigan, Rethinking Cultural Policy 113). For the key centre, "praxis" 
was largely "critique". 
I think, in the moment of the discussion, Tom O'Regan and Lisanne Gibson 
would probably have liked to have helped out, not least because Arts Queensland 
was an important potential partner in the future of the key centre. The key centre, 
however, was not able to provide the kind of engagement in the policy-making I 
required: something ad hoc (perhaps even hubristic), some necessary 
expediency—something a ministerial policy advisor might come up with. If this 
seems cynical, I don't mean it to be so. Instead, we might be reminded that much 
of Creative Nation was recast and rewritten by Don Watson from his vantage point 
as Prime Ministerial advisor (517-21). The baldly polifical operative, too, has his 
place in constructive policy processes. 
John Hartley in his pithy, and necessarily cursory, A Short History of 
Cultural Studies, has, however, come to question the value of this critique: its 
accumulation and mobilisation towards unclear ends. He argues that one of the 
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reasons that the cultural policy smdies' moment was largely an Austtalian one— 
and not easily exportable—was that, despite its critical pose, it did not have a clear 
agenda for what culmral policy should be. There was an object of interest-
government's governance of culttire and thereby governance of its cifizenry—but 
no annunciation as to what kind of culture and citizenry was wished for. Even as it 
allied itself with govemment, cultural policy sttidies did not articulate a vision of 
the state and citizenry. And, although it is easy to imagine general support for 
elements of the Keating vision advocated in Creative Nation—around culttiral 
nationalism, development of creative producers and creative consumers, the 
fostering of cultural diversity, and support for digital culture—the cultural policy 
smdies" project was never definitive. Perhaps, the break-down of polifical 
consensus already underway within cultural studies, and, perhaps, cultural policy 
sttidies' attempts to engage with the Realpolitik of govemment precluded, or at 
least undercut, anything other than a provisional vision for the nation. 
From the vantage point of government, the experience reminded me of a 
persistent quesfion: what, then, is the use of cultural policy smdies? What, beyond 
producing post hoc data and cultural policy consultants, does it do? In making a 
case for the ufility of culttiral policy sttidies it might be useftil to fu-st meet the 
ambitions set by Stuart Cunningham. I hope that importing a concem with policy 
process alongside policy discourse will aid this task. The pragmatics of culttiral 
policy amount to the approaches acttially taken, or that might actually be taken, to 
make policy within the constraints of the policy-making organisation. In the same 
way the key centre was regulated or "ordered" by the conditions of its producfion 
within the critical discourse of culttiral studies, and was thereby orientated to 
respond with "critique" rather than policy expediency, govemment organisations 
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are regulated or ordered by their own histories, endorsed processes, and presumed 
purpose in how they can make policy. In the Queensland Government's 
circumstance, as has been explored in the previous chapter, there is a clear 
articulation of preferred policy processes within Governing Queensland: the 
Queensland Policy Handbook. Perhaps more significant, however, are the policy-
making conditions within individual agencies, such as Arts Queensland as an 
boutique-sized agency seeking to broaden its policy reach from its position within 
the Department of Justice and Attorney-General. In that instance, I wished to 
suggest that the whole-of-government approach to cultural policy was as much 
produced out of trends in policy-making, and the bureaucratic circumstances of 
Arts Queensland, as it was by the wider shifts in the operant definition of culture 
and the conglomeration of the cultural industries, as described by Tom O'Regan. 
As has been noted widely, such pragmatic approaches to philosophy are 
vexed by their own relationship to "truth". They are perhaps even guilty of 
forsaking truth in order to seize upon often self-serving consensual models of tmth 
or at least knowledge defined by its ufility (Fernandez-Armesto 181). But, while 
risking such a trade-off, a critical engagement with government around its short-
and medium-term policy processes should have something to offer. Together, these 
efforts to repair literature as a concern of cultural policy studies and to augment 
existing approaches to cultural policy studies with the tools of policy science, at 
least, indicate that cultural policy studies is a living sub-discipline with potential 
not just to be of use to others, but to re-invent itself in order to address its own 
historical biases and exclusions. 
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Appendix A: Govemment and government-funded 
policy and program interventions in the value-chain 
for print culture 
Government 
Instrument 
Extent of Intervention Level of Govemment Changes in the 1990s 
Training and Professional Development 
Degree and Diploma 
courses in creative 
writing 
Short courses & 
mentorships 
Courses have become popular but 
Ihey are not professional or required 
qualifications 
Partial subsidy of the development 
services of these organisations 
State (TAPE) and federal 
(University) 
State, Literature Board & devolved 
10 gon-govemment service 
organisations (ASA, AWG and 
writers' centres) 
Manyfold expansion of university 
creative writing programs and CW 
students. 
Significant expansion of these services 
throughout the 1990s 
Writing and Manuscript Development 
Writers' Grants 










Small percentage of 'literary' writers 
On a survey basis, PLR and ELR 
compensate authors and publishers for 
the free use of their material within 
library services 
Small percentage of university-based 
researchers receive grant funds 
Nominally some portion of all 
academic positions are dedicated to 
research and publication - but utilised 
unevenly. 
Increasing but by no means 
comprehensive use by writers in the 
development of manuscripts - many 
of which will remain unpublished. 
Underpins and protects economic 
value of all intellectual property 
within book industry 
State and Australia Council 
Federal govemment Program 
Mainly Federal govemment level 
with some slate govemment level 
augmentation 
Mainly federal Govemment funds 
Devolved to non-govemment service 
organisations, often competing 
alongside private providers 
Federal govemment program 
Literature Board levels maintained, some 
development of state level funding 
ELR introduced in the book industry 
assistance package 
Substantial increase in publication levels 
since the reform of tertiary sector in 1988. 
Significant expansion of these services in 
the 1990s 
Underwent major review refiecting new 
centrality to contemporary economic 
paradigm 
Publishing - Overall 
Publicly Funded 
Publishing Houses 
Operational Funding to 
Publishing Houses 
Very limited: University Presses, 
Stale and National Library Presses, 
Aboriginal Studies Press. 
Limited to specific presses; Fremantle 
Arts Centre Press, UQ Press, 
Wakefield Press, Magabala Books, 
CQU Press 
Through the relevant institution 
BAPH state governments 
No significant Increase 
While there was expansion in Queensland 
and Westem Australia there was 
reduction in South Australia 
Publishing - Manuscript Costs 
Publishing project 
grants towards writers' 
fees 
Project grants towards 
joumal costs incl. 
Limited to a modest number of 
literary titles (about 100 annually) 
Support for both small and large 
joumals but tends to be small in scale 
State govermnent & Australia 
Council 
State governments for small and 
large joumal; Literature Board for 
No significant change in Literamre Board 
funding but some increase by the states 
Tightening of Literature Board 
Guidelines, but increases in state 
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writers' fees (subsistence funding) large joumals government levels of support 
Publishing - Editing Costs 
Literary editing 
development programs 
Very limited Regular program developed by the 
Literature Board of the Australia 
Council 
Minor program 
Publishing - Printing and Manufacturing Costs 
Book Bounty 
EPICS 
Subsidy to printers for the printing of 
Australian books in Australia 
Cache of small programs dedicated 
towards supporting Australian 
printing 
Federal goventment program 
Federal govemment program 
The program was wound up in 1997. 
Expanded as part of the book industry 
assistance package 
Publishing - Market Development and Protection 
Books Alive 






Marketing campaign to promote 
reading 
Festivals and literary events became 
far more common and more popular. 
Marketing consortium for Australian 
publishers seeking lo export into Asia 
Delimits access intemational access to 
Australian book marketplace 
Federal govermnent program 
devolved to the Literature Board 
Local, stale and federal govemment 
support 
Federal govemment 
Federal govermnent responsibility 
under the copyright act 
One off initiative as part of Book Industry 
Assistance Package 
Increased support from all levels of 
government 
Under review by the close of the decade. 
Site of major and continuing debate 
Consumption: 
Library acquisition and 
provision 
Text Book Subsidy 
Scheme 
E^ch level of govemment contributes 
towards the piu-chase of book stock 
through the public, state and 
educational library services 
Subsidises purchase price of text 
books for students 
Local, state and federal governments 
Federal govemment program 
Maintenance and development of the 
library sector remains the single biggest 
cultural outlay by the three levels of 
government, although book stock is a 
declining part of this budget 
Introduced as part of the 1999 Book 
Industry Assistance Package wound up in 
2003 
Regulation and Extension of the Public Sphere of Literature and Print Culture 
Diplomatic and cultural 






Book industry research 
and statistics 
ISBNASSN 
No co-ordinated program but regular 
support for intemational literary 
events promoting Australian culture 
and identity 
Substantial support for membership 
based organisations for professional 
and non-professional writers that 
provide development and advocacy 
programs. 
The national library, state libraries 
and some parliamentary libraries 
remain compulsory acquirers of 
relevant book and serial publications 
Development of comprehensive book 
industry statistic 
All books and joumals are eligible to 
be listed under this intemational 
classification scheme 
Usually federal govemment funding 
but on some instances state 
government support 
Operational funding from state and 
federal governments, with project 
funding from the local govemment. 
CXten funded to deliver govemment 
programs 
Guaranteed under state and federal 
legislation 
The CMC and ABS in partnership 
with the ABA and APA. 
Administered by the National 
Library of Australia but more lately 
outsourced to private industry 
Expanded program in the 1990s 
culminating in the 2{X)0 Ausnalia Festival 
in London 
Dramatic increase in the scale of these 
organisations and their centrality to 
literary development programs 
Continued as the most significant 
archiving of published culture, but both 
challenged and assisted by emerging 
forms of electronic publication and 
storage. 
The federal govemment significantly 
developed the data available on book 
publishing and culture throughout the 
1990s 
Grew in importance in the process of 
regulating trade in books. 
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Appendix B: 
(Extract from) Building the Future: A policy 
framework for the next five years. 
Building the Future: A policy framework for the next five years 
Introduction 
The people of Queensland and their Govemment have an opportunity through investment in the 
State's culture to make a great state even stronger. Over the past ten years Queensland has seen 
itself, and has been identified by others, as a reinvented community. While both maintaining and 
drawing upon its connections to ancient and contemporary indigenous cultures, and the broad 
range of other historical cultural influences, Queensland has remade itself over the past decade. It 
has become a confident, diverse, prosperous state. It has become a place to which people move to 
make their lives, and where they celebrate the many distinct and shared aspects of its cultural 
identity. Support for culture and its values, both "the whole life of the people" and the specific 
donain of the arts and cultural industries, has underpinned this period of sustained development 
and growth. 
This policy document sketches out a framework for the development of Queensland Govemment 
arts and cultural services and strategies over the next five years. It is the first "whole-of-
govemment" statement about culture to be prepared by a Queensland Govemment. It recognises 
that all govemment decisions have a cultural dimension and impact upon the lives of the people. 
It is built upon the simple idea that a concem for culture—the life of the people—is central to all 
attempts to further develop the state. Sometimes this concem is about the specific pleasures and 
benefits of the arts. Other times it is about developing the cultural identity of the state and its 
people as a whole. Even economic development, rather than being an end in itself, is about 
im-proving the lives of people, the strength of our communities and fostering a sense of social 
cohesiveness. 
On this basis the govemment will pursue the following five objectives: 
Building Strong Communities and Supporting Diversity 
Building the Creadve Industries and the Cultural Economy 
Developing Audiences and Telling Queensland's Stories 
Delivering to the Worid 
A New Role for Govemment 
These objectives are based on the following principles about the relationship of culture to 
development*: 
• That the arts and cultural acdvities represent a substantia] body of knowledge about the 
worid, in a similar way to science, technology and religion. Culture is an important 
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source of replenishment of ideas; providing resources of "new heritage" and culture 
options for future generations. 
• Arts and cultural activity and industries contribute to economic and social outcomes, not 
just in terms of employment and Gross Domesdc Product, but satisfaction with the social 
environment, increased tolerance, and the development of people's value systems. 
• Arts and culture are a form of human capital for individuals and communities. As recent 
European research has concluded "culture is perhaps the most important determinant of 
long mn economic success and social cohesion". 
(* These principles are reworked from the European Task Force on Culture and Development's 
1997 report. In from the Margins, pp. 31-32) 
The five objecdves above are a short hand for explaining many subsidiary objectives: better 
festivals, more film production, more Queensland work. Increased cultural exports, new products, 
more ways for people to participate, new markets and new ways of funding or supporting the arts. 
It also means a more strategic way of thinking through the government's role in arts and cultural 
development: more points of access within govemment and better co-ordinadon within the arts 
portfolio and across govemment. 
These are giant tasks for any government to consider. Further, they are being undertaken against a 
backdrop of unprecedented change in the way we lead our lives and think about ourselves. 
Technology is changing how we communicate and the range of images we encounter. 
Globalisation is testing national idendties, reordering economies and changing our expectadons 
of the future. While it is important to respond to these opportunities with new industries and 
ideas, it is also important to maintain what we know of who we are. Culture is central to this 
sense of who we are. Our stories, histories, mythologies, ways of living and our arts make up our 
cultural identity. It helps us make meaning of our lives and negodate change. In some instances, 
investing in and celebrating our cultural identities will help us find new economic futures for our 
communities. 
Defining the culture of Queensland is a complex but engaging task. It is another way of asking 
the question "who are we". There are as many answers to this question as there are people asked. 
Tradidonally, we have promoted Queensland as not much more than sunshine, surf and sand. 
While this is true for some, Queensland is a much more diverse place. It embraces ancient and 
contemporary indigenous cultures, an energedc capital city, a diverse range of regional towns, 
and the bush in a process of change and renewal. As well as this geographic diversity, there are 
many other factors that tell us apart or bring us together, including age, ethnicity, shared stories 
and history, economic base, religious backgrounds, our art and educadon. 
Even before separation from New South Wales in 1859, one of the most important issues for 
Queensland was the relaUonship between the city and the bush. Queensland has the largest non-
metropolitan population of any state or territory. The strength of the regional economy has been 
matched by the challenge of providing state-wide infrastmcture and services. The South-East 
conurbation itself, comprising Brisbane, the Sunshine Coast, the Gold Coast, Lx)gan City and 
increasingly Toowoomba and Ipswich, is a diverse place. It is comprised of a mix of established 
and new communides, shifdng age demographics and ethnic backgrounds. The challenge for all 
Queenslanders is to respect this diversity - profit from it even - but to continue to come together 
as a community. 
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Another issue for Queensland is how we see ourselves and how others see us, within the 
Australian nadon and within the intemadonal community. For various reasons we have at tirnes 
sought to see ourselves as distinct within the Australian Commonwealth, and at other times telt 
forgotten by the other states. In reality we form a key part of the Australian idenUty but on 
occasion we have reason to see ourselves as a State with particular issues not shared by the rest ot 
the nadon. Intemadonally, Queensland has successfully positioned itself as a dynamic economy 
and community on the Pacific Rim. Maintaining cultural relaUonships within this sphere is central 
to our economic and community futures. 
Queensland's Cultural Achievements 
Eariier in this introduction we made the case for Queensland as a changed and changing 
community: Our state is more prosperous, outward looking, and constmctively reflective about 
itself than ever before. While this prosperity is not uniform across the state, with some 
communities challenges about their ftitures in the wake of significant shit^s in the supranational 
economic stmctures and climate, it seems tme of the State at large. In the South-East comer this 
new confidence has been attributed to the "Expo" factor, but as the development has been state-
wide, it seems more likely to be the outcome of overall changes in the cultural identity and 
confidence of the State. 
The first Goss Govemment released the Queensland: State for the Arts Report in 1991; a 
comprehensive review of the funding mechanisms and policies for die arts and cultural 
development in Queensland. The implementaUon of this report over the succeeding two years 
brought about landmark changes in Queensland cultural industries and life. The report introduced 
the Regional Arts Development Fund, facilitated cultural planning at local and regional levels and 
inidated funding for wrifing, the visual arts and individual artists. It redressed some of the 
imbalance faced by the indigenous community, young people and artists from cultural y diverse 
backgrounds and reviewed the funded arts infrastmcture and the policy frameworks of the 
statutory authorities in the arts. The report reinvented the role for the state govemment film 
instmmentality, launched the Brisbane Intemadonal Film Fesfival and many other inUiatives. 
Nearly ten years on, and after many increments in funding and policy development, the arts and 
cultural industries in our state are thriving. In 1995 the second Goss Govemment rele^ed 
Building Local ~ Going Global which directed resources to developing local capacity, while 
taking advantage of new technology and the achievements of the previous penod to deliver 
Queensland products, ideas and art state-wide, nafionally and intemanonally. 
Defining Culture 
In its broadest sense culture is the "whole complex of disfinctive spiritual, material, intellectual 
and emoUonal features that characterise a society. It includes not just arts and letters but ^so 
modes of life, fundamental rights of the human being, value systems, traditions and beliefs . 
While culture usually refers to what has been created by people or fashioned within our societies 
much of our culture is shaped by a sense of place, or our interacfions with nature. The life of 
someone in Queensland's Torres Strait Islands is very different to that of someone in Bnsbane s 
suburbs and different again from life in the Central West. 
Culture is one of the most debated tenns in the language. Often we mean something narrower 
than the definition of culmre that embraces the "whole life of the people". Instead we may mean 
specific cultural idendties, such as ethnic, regional or nafional idenfifies. We might also at times 
use culture to talk about symbolic or aesthefic pracfices, such as dance, film, literature or 
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community arts. Each of these practices comes with its own apparatus of production and 
consumpfion, and range of techniques & technologies. 
Culture is a central source of community and personal renewal. It is through culmre that 
community identity is fomied and represented. It is through culmre that valties are created, 
challenged, modified and circulated. This makes culture and its maintenance vitally important to 
he health ^f communifies, and makes communities protective of the symbols mythologies and 
practices that are part of their culmral identifies. This can create a tension between the culmral 
traditions of the past and contemporary social, economic and technological change. The challenge 
is to respect the past and to ensure that it constmcfively infonns rather than obstmcts the fumre. 
Quesfions about who we are, or who gets to speak or how we as a community should be 
represented are culmral quesfions. These quesfions are somefimes fiercely fought over. In 
Queensland over the past few years we have seen examples of communiUes who have to varying 
degrees felt disenfranchised or silenced. Sadly they have somefimes felt that other communities 
are to blame Reconciling a range of diverse cultural identifies (somefimes defined by ethnicity, 
but also by region, age, ability or interests) is a critical task for the fumre health of our state and 
our community. 
The anthropological definition of culture is sometimes too broad to be of use to policy makers. It 
implies that all social and economic policy is cultural policy in disguise. Perhaps a more useful 
way to think about cultural development is that all social and economic policies have culmral 
dimensions to them. This does not necessarily mean that they have to do with the arts or the 
culmral industries - they may not. All policy decisions do, however, impact upon the culmral 
identity of communities or the state. It is important therefore, for social or economic problem-
solvers to take account of the cultural dimension to their decision-making. How do roads, 
railways, hospitals, industry policies or social service programs affect our cultural cohesiveness, 
our sense of identity, and do they allow diversity to flourish? 
The shifting definition of culture presents a constant task for policy-makers to make clear what 
aspect of culture they are talking about. Policy makers might be concemed with cultural 
development and building strong communities on one day, but be discussing how the arts and 
related activities can be developed on the next. The very broad definition of culture argued here 
can somefimes seem to gloss over the critical role of the arts and the cultural industries. In fact, 
the arts and cultural activities are at the very centre of the task of developing and maintaining 
cultural identity. Creating, participafing in or consuming arts and cultural products are effecfive 
strategies in enabling communities to speak, celebrate themselves and share with others. The arts 
can also be employed within economic and development strategies - to provide economic futures 
to the community and to provide a social and lifestyle infrastmcture that allows further 
development. 
Defining art is almost as complex as defining culture itself Some cultural pracfices are almost 
immediately admitted to our idea of art: theatre, dance, opera, painting and sculpture, foi 
example. However, even within these seemingly steadfast categories many quesfions arise foi 
policy-makers about why certain types of theatre or dance are admitted more easily than others. 
What we do know is that the past three decades have seen a massive expansion of the producfioi 
of, participation in and opportunities for the consumption of artistic products in Queensland 
Australia and other regions of the worid. This expansion has happened at several levels. First, th< 
level of amateur and community participafion in arts and cultural acfivifies (eg crafts, folk art, o 
group acfivifies undertaken for pleasure - such as dance or choral singing) is at an all-fime high 
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Second, professional artist numbers have swelled. 780,000 Queenslanders worked in the arts and 
cultural industries in 1998/99. In Queensland jobs in the arts have grown the second fastest of any 
sector. And while this has not been accompanied by an increase in the status or economic position 
of most artists, it has meant that the arts have become a significant engine of economic growth. 
Third, in some economies, commercial entertainment has expanded exponenfially. Developments 
in audio-visual and information technologies have meant the emergence of (somefimes) global 
markets. These developments have favoured larger economies and larger centres, but this does 
not mean that there are not opportunifies for niche players. Queensland, for example, is well 
posifioned to take advantage of a leadership in the on-line delivery of music products. 
It is harder than ever to delineate between the high arts and popular arts. Many art forms have 
parts of the industry sustained by the market place, while other parts receive govemment subsidy, 
and others still are sustained by amateur efforts. Similarly the pattem of patronage for many art 
forms is very broad across the community. This presents new challenges and opportunifies for 
artists, arts organisafions and policy-makers. 
How this document will be used 
This document outlines a framework for arts and culmral development in Queensland over the 
next five years. It will assist govemment departments and agencies in the allocafion of resources 
and decision-making through the idenfification of clear objecfives, priorifies and strategies for 
development. This document supports the State Govemment's seven priorifies. It makes clear 
how arts and cultural development contribute not just to a "better quality of life", but to a number 
of other govemment priorifies including "More jobs for Queenslanders", "Building Queensland's 
Regions", "Building Queensland—the Smart State", and "Safer and More Supportive 
Communifies". 
This framework tries to differenfiate between the many objecfives that direct govemment's 
engagement with arts and culture. It seems too simplisfic to say that we know that the arts are 
"good for us"; it seems important to try to describe how they contribute to our community and 
make our lives better. A concrete articulafion of how we believe the community will benefit from 
an investment in cultural development, will allow for greater harmony between the govemment's 
cultural agenda and its other key state govemment policy frameworks. These include: 
• The Department of State Development's Queensland's Future—Innovafion Plan 
• The Queensland Communication and Information Strategic Plan 
• The Queensland Govemment Service Delivery Project 
• The Queensland Govemment Youth Participation Charter 
• The Queensland Govemment Community Services Strategy 
An important idea underpinning this framework is that while different areas of govemment have 
greater or lessor responsibility for the task of arts and cultural development, all of govemment has 
some responsibility for the kind of community in which we live. This framework is for the whole-
of-govemment to use in future planning and decision-making about cultural development (see 
below. How Does Government Act). 
While this document sets out the future direction of the State Govemment's engagement with arts 
and cultural development, it is also part of an ongoing policy cycle of issue identificafion, policy 
analysis, development of policy instmments, consultafion, co-ordinafion, decision-making, 
implementafion and evaluafion. In some sense the govemment is always engaged with these 
tasks, although it would be false to place them in a neat sequenfial order. 
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Often this document points to the need for further policy development work, consultafion, or 
industry audidng, as the legifimate next stage in development. The arts and cultural sector is itself 
dynamic and fragmented. The many sectors of the arts and cultural industries are each at different 
stages of development. Some sectors of the industry have long benefited from govemment 
support and have well-developed strategies, schemes and policy frameworks that are no more 
than tweaked herein. In other places this document flags industry sectors that have long standing 
policy frameworks that require a complete overhaul. Elsewhere the document points to new areas 
of engagement in culture by govemment, such as in digital technology or market-driven creafive 
industries. This means that in some instances policy is being developed for the first fime -
sometimes without complete knowledge of what the outcomes will be, or what impact external 
factors may have over the next five years. 
This uncertainty coupled with the clear need for further policy development in specific areas, 
some of which is underway, mean that this document can act as a starting point for change. The 
policy aims to reposifion Arts Queensland and the other key agencies within the Arts Portfolio 
and Govemment, redefining their cultural development ambitions over the medium term. The 
document also aims to disseminate within govemment a number of key ideas; particularly ideas 
about the centrality of culture to community life and the importance of culture and cultural 
identity to sustainable economic and social development. It is however expected that over the 
term of this policy, new ideas will come to fore and new priorities will become apparent. This 
document aims to underpin the cycle of policy-making, rather than serve as an inflexible plan 
unable to address changes in community needs. 
In a number of places this document highlights the value of funded initiafives to the development 
of the cultural Industries and to our community. While this is a whole-of-govemment statement, it 
is impossible to say at this stage whether govemment will be able to fund all the direcfions 
flagged in this document, or whether in the final analysis there will even be a pressing case to do 
so. Many of these initiatives may be able to be met through a shift in resources over time within 
existing budgets. Others may be able to be met by constmcfive partnerships between agencies 
pursuing complementary or identical objectives. Some inifiafives will be considered through the 
govemment's budget processes in light of available funds and compefing claims for these funds. 
How Government Acts 
Lead Agencies, Key Agencies, Partner Agencies 
Arts Queensland remains the Lead Agency for arts and cultural development policy-making 
within State Govemment. It is also responsible for the delivery of many important outcomes. Arts 
Queensland works with several other departments and agencies who have Lead or Key Agency 
status in particular areas of arts and cultural development. This is especially tme of the Pacific 
Film and Television Commission, the Public Art Agency, the Aboriginal Centre for the 
Performing Arts, and the arts statutory authorities: Queensland Museum, State Library of 
Queensland, Queensland Art Gallery, Queensland Theatre Company, and Queensland Performing 
Arts Tmst. A number of other departments or agencies have lead agency status within 
govemment for particular projects or aspects of cultural development. Finally, across govemment 
there are several agencies and departments that are important Partner Agencies in delivering 
cultural development outcomes to the community. 
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Lead Agency for Arts and Cultural Development: 
Arts Queensland 
Lead Agencies for Particular Projects and Programs (Within the Arts Portfolio): 
Public Art Agency 
State Library of Queensland 
Queensland Theatre Company 
Queensland Performing Arts Tmst 
Queensland Art Gallery 
Queensland Museum 
Pacific Film and Television Commission 
Corporate Administration Agency 
Aboriginal Centre for the Performing Arts 
Lead Agencies for Particular Projects and Programs (Elsewhere in Government): 
Department of Premier and Cabinet: 
Premiers Literary Awards 
Millennium Arts 
Heritage Trails 
Smithsonian Insfitute Partnership 
Events Co-ordinator 
Brisbane Ideas Fesfival 
Centenary of Federation 
Queensland Events Corporation 
Department of State Development 
Partner Agencies in Arts and Cultural Development 
Department of State Development and Deputy Premier 
Department of Communication and Information, Local Govemment and Planning, and Sport 
Department of Education 
Department of Environment, Heritage and Natural Resources 
Department of Families, Youth, Community Care and Disability Services 
Community Health (Department of Health) 
Department of Primary Industries and Rural Communities 
Tourism Queensland (Department of Tourism and Racing) 
Partnerships with the other levels of govemment: 
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Partnerships with other levels of govemment are one of the key ways in which the State 
Govemment acts to pursue its objectives in arts and cultural development and deliver outcomes in 
the community. These partnerships are critical to efficacy in planning, clarity of dealings with the 
community and the best use of scarce resources. The State Govemment has a range of 
partnerships across its own portfolios and agencies. These are complemented by important 
partnerships with the Commonwealth and with Local Govemment. Each level of govemment has 
a different balance of cultural responsibilities. Local Govemment for instance has few policy or 
resource commitments in the area of broadcasting, but has the most substanfial responsibility in 
the domain of public libraries. The Commonwealth Govemment, by contrast, bears the bmnt of 
film, television and broadcasting commitments, but contributes litde toward performing arts 
venues, public halls or civic centres. 
Partnerships with local govemment have been and will remain key to the delivery of services to 
the community. Some partnerships are well established such as the joint funding arrangements for 
Queensland public libraries and the Regional Arts Development Fund (RADF). The RADF has 
been instrumental in encouraging local govemment to undertake cultural planning and policy 
making at the local level. New partnerships and planning mechanisms are beginning to develop 
regionally across several local govemment authorifies. Joint determinafion of policy and 
implementation of programs is the key to a healthy future. State and local governments have great 
potential to add value to each other's policy and program initiatives through partnerships and in 
the exchange and sharing of information and other resources. 
The existing range of cultural services delivered in partnership with local govemment authorities 
or in partnership with regional groupings of councils is very broad. It includes the Regional Arts 
Development Fund, the Regional Arts Fund, culmral tourism inifiafives, library services and in 
some instances, museum services. The State Govemment has an important relationship with the 
Brisbane City Council that takes account of Brisbane's role as capital city of the state. 
Commonwealth govemment partnerships with the State Govemment are also substantial and 
varied. These range from formal joint arrangements under legislation to negotiated administrative 
agreements such as tripartite funding arrangements with major arts organisations. In the case of 
the Regional Arts Fund agreement has been stmck across the three levels of govemment. 
As well as partnerships between them, each level of govemment must be mindful of pre-existing 
policy positions and program commitments within the other levels of govemment when 
undertaking their own policy development and planning. Policy is not made within a govemment 
vacuum but within a pre-existing social, economic, industrial and govemmental environment. 
Consideration for policy initiatives existing elsewhere is the best defence against policy overiap 
and blindness. 
Key Community and Industry Partners 
The community and the cultural industries are both key stakeholders and partners in the 
determination of policy and the delivery of services. The state govemment has a range of 
relationships with the community and with the cultural industry. Community and industry are not 
just the object or the beneficiaries of policy; they are also part of the solution to policy problems. 
In some instances, such as with the State Library of Queensland and the Queensland Theatre 
Company, govemment delivers services directiy to the community. In other circumstances, 
govemment-owned companies are used as intermediaries to deliver services, such as the Brisbane 
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Intemadonal Film Festival and the Aboriginal Centre for the Peri^ orming Arts. More usual within 
the arts industry are contractual arrangements between govemment and not-for-profit arts 
organisafions for those organisations to deliver a program of activities or services to the industry 
or community. The nature of these contractual arrangements has developed over time to become 
negotiated agreement between govemment and the cultural organisations to deliver specific 
services to the community or cultural industry. 
The funded cultural infrastmcture organises the stmcture and performance of not-for-profit arts 
practice in Queensland, For example, the existence of a number of operationally-funded dance 
companies (Dance North, Queensland Ballet, Expressions) and a service organisation (Ausdance) 
comprise the organising stmctures for dance practice in the state. In its funding relationship with 
arts organisations, the govemment must strike a balance between managing for better outcomes 
for the community on one hand, and respecting the intellectual and artistic independence of 
companies and the productive relationships that these companies share directiy with their 
communities on the other. Likewise arts organisations increasingly need to juggle the interests of 
govemment and its priorities, with those of audiences, practitioners and the wider community. 
This policy argues for a shift in the culture of Arts Queensland from funding body to strategic 
agency. It is Arts Queensland's role to partner with the arts industry to determine and pursue a 
future vision for the arts and cultural industry. As different sectors of the cultural industries are at 
different stages of development, a range of policy tools is required. 
A newer area of engagement for govemment that requires well-thought-through policy is support 
for profit-focused cultural industries or creafive industries such as design, digital media and 
contemporary music. This follows the collapse of the false divide between high arts and popular 
arts that has often been made on the basis of whether the arts practice could be sustained in the 
market-place, rather than a defensible argument for the aesthetic and cultural superiority of 
particular practices. 
There have been previous examples of govemment engagements with profit-driven cultural 
industries, such as funding for publishing, film and television. This funding has been provided to 
support particular projects or genres stmctured about high art aesthetics. Increasingly however, 
govemment engages with profit-driven popular arts for cultural, aesthetic and economic reasons. 
For example, the Queensland Govemment supports the development of the local contemporary 
music industo' because of both the importance of popular music to the lives of young people and 
the opportunities for jobs and economic retum to the community that this industry promises. 
A range of new govemment engagements with the market-driven popular arts is beginning to 
develop. It may be inappropriate for the govemment to subsidise the operation of profit-seeking 
organisations, but the importance of supporting popular arts for both cultural and economic 
reasons can lead govemment to direct funding towards training, infrastmcture, networking, 
shared facilities, awards, marketing or research. Support for these functions may on occasion 
mean direct delivery of services, competitive grant programs, devolved funding schemes, 
mentoring programs and industry partnership schemes. 
Strategies that govemment can use in cultural policy making 
The govemment employs a range of policy tools to achieve its objectives in arts and cultural 
development. Most important to remember is that all policy work forms part of our culture and 
impacts upon the broader culture. Cultural policy is sometimes seen to consist of only funding or 
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grant schemes. To look at just these mechanisms underestimates the variety and extent of cultural 
policy instmments employed by govemment. These instmments can be summarised as follows: 
Making of laws 
Examples include the Acts under which the Arts Statutory Authorities are created, but more 
broadly include the proposed Cultural Heritage Legislation. 
Allocation of funds 
The ABS estimate that the Queensland State Govemment spends $ 254 million annually on 
cultural activity as it is comprised under the Cultural Minister's Council Culture-Leisure Industry 
Statistical Framework. The Arts Portfolio budget for 2000/2001 is $173 million. In addition there 
are major financial commitments in other areas of govemment including capital investments, 
$260 million for the Heritage Trails Network and a significant investment in public art through 
the Art Built-in public art policy. There are also a range of smaller commitments within the 
budgets of line departments and other authorifies. 
Delivery of Services 
In some instances, the state govemment delivers services directiy to the community, or directiy 
through its agencies and authorities to the community. These include: 
Queensland Theatre Company 
Queensland Performing Arts Tmst 
Queensland Art Gallery 
Queensland Museum 
State Library of Queensland 
Brisbane Intemational Film Festival 
Queensland Biennial of Music 
Brisbane Festival Ltd 
Advocacy 
Due to constraints on funding, the govemment seeks to encourage particular outcomes through 
community and cultural industry education campaigns, information services, facilitated 
networking and marketing. An example of this is the Arts Queensland Arts Marketing Breakfast 
Series. 
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